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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC or Commission) denied a
request by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts (Commonwealth) that the agency
consider new and significant information from the radiological accident at the
Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plants in Japan, and its relevance in evaluating
the risks and environmental impacts of relicensing the Pilgrim nuclear power plant
in Plymouth, Massachusetts, before granting the Pilgrim plant a twenty year
license extension. The NRC also rejected the Commonwealth’s request that the
NRC consider additional mitigation measures to reduce the risk of a severe
accident at Pilgrim - a plant of similar design to those that failed at Fukushima -
either in the individual Pilgrim relicensing proceeding or in an alternative generic
rulemaking applicable to Pilgrim, before making a final decision on relicensing.

The Commonwealth supported these requests with an expert report which
found, based upon the lessons learned from Fukushima, that the risk of a severe
accident at Pilgrim is an order of magnitude (a factor of ten) greater than set forth
in the Pilgrim relicensing application, and with a report by the NRC’s own Task
Force on Fukushima which concluded that the NRC’s requirements regarding
prevention and control of severe accidents are inadequate and that additional risk-
mitigation measures should be ordered to increase the level of safety at Pilgrim and

other U.S. nuclear plants. The Commission denied the Commonwealth’s requests,
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claiming the Commonwealth failed to raise a significant environmental issue or to
meet the NRC’s admissibility standards for a hearing. In denying the
Commonwealth’s petition, the Commission never addressed the findings of its own
Task Force.

While the Commonwealth’s appeal on these issues was pending before the
Commission, the NRC - outside of the Pilgrim relicensing proceeding - ordered
that U.S. nuclear plants, including Pilgrim, increase the level of safety and
implement some additional mitigation measures, based upon the same NRC Task
Force report on Fukushima relied upon by the Commonwealth.

The NRC thereby ordered additional mitigation measures to reduce the risk
of a severe accident at Pilgrim, but denied the Commonwealth and the public a
hearing and a right to comment on these measures, including mitigation measures
beyond those proposed by the NRC. The NRC also failed to supplement the
Environmental Impact Statement for the Pilgrim plant, based upon the lessons
learned from Fukushima to date, even though the NRC is required to do so where
there is new information showing that the relicensing decision may affect the
quality of the human environment in a significant manner not previously
considered.

Finally, even though the NRC acknowledges that it still has not

completed its review of the new and significant information from Fukushima, the
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agency has determined that it need not wait to complete that process, and consider
the relevance of this additional information for relicensing the Pilgrim plant, before
granting the license extension.
JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT
These consolidated actions involve an appeal by the Commonwealth

of Massachusetts of final orders by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC or Commission), refusing to grant the Commonwealth a hearing and related
relief to consider new and significant information arising from the radiological
accident at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plants in Japan, and its relevance
to the environmental risks of relicensing the Pilgrim nuclear power plant, before
granting the Pilgrim plant a license extension for an additional twenty years.
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.
(Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station), CLI-12-06, 75 NRC __ (March 8, 2012),
Addendum (ADD-1) attached hereto; see also Renewal of Full Power Operating
License for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station (May 25, 2012) ADD-36, and
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.
(Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station), Renewed Facility Operating License, Renewed
License No. DPR-35 (May 29, 2012) ADD-47, (collectively Licensing Orders).

This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to the Hobbs Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2342(4);

the Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 5 U.S.C. §8 702; and the Atomic Energy
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Act (AEA), 42 U.S.C. § 2239(b). The appeals were timely filed pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 2344 because, respectively, the first was docketed on April 9, 2012,
within sixty days after issuance of CLI1-12-06 on March 8, 2012 (12-1404); and the
second was docketed on June 19, 2012, within sixty days after issuance of the
Pilgrim Licensing Orders on May 25 and 29, 2012 (12-1772). By order dated June

22,2012, the Court consolidated the two actions.

ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW
1. Did the NRC violate the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and the APA a) by refusing to take a hard look at new and significant
information concerning the environmental impacts and risks of relicensing
the Pilgrim nuclear power plant; and b) by failing to supplement the
Environmental Impact Statement for Pilgrim, before granting a twenty-year
license extension?
2. Did the NRC violate the AEA by refusing to grant the Commonwealth
a hearing on the material licensing issue concerning the environmental
impacts and risks of relicensing the Pilgrim nuclear power plant before
granting a twenty-year license extension?

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
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A. STATUTORY FRAMEWORK
1. The National Environmental Policy Act
a. Statutory Purpose

The goal of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42

U.S.C. 8§ 4321-4347 is to focus attention on the possible

environmental effects of proposed actions, which in turn furthers two

Important purposes: to ensure that agencies do not make decisions

based upon incomplete information, and to provide information about

environmental effects to the public and other governmental agencies

in a timely fashion so that they have an opportunity to respond.

Town of Winthrop v. FAA, 535 F. 3d 1, 4 (1" Cir. 2008); see also 40 C.F.R. §
1500.1(c).

To accomplish these purposes, NEPA requires federal agencies to examine
the environmental consequences of their actions before taking those actions, in
order to ensure “that important effects will not be overlooked or underestimated
only to be discovered after resources have been committed or the die otherwise
cast.” Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989). In
short, NEPA requires that an “agency take a ‘hard look’ at the environmental
consequences before taking a major [federal] action.” Baltimore Gas & Elec. Co.
v. Natural Res. Def. Council, 462 U.S. 87, 97 (1983).

b. Environmental Impact Statement

An agency’s obligations under NEPA are “not discretionary, but are

specifically mandated by Congress, and are to be reflected in the procedural
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process by which agencies render decisions.” Silva v. Romney, 473 F.2d 287, 292
(1st Cir. 1973). The primary method by which NEPA ensures that its mandate is
met is the “action-forcing” requirement for preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS), which assesses the environmental impacts of the proposed
action and weighs the costs and benefits of alternative actions. Robertson, 490
U.S. at 350-51. Publication of an EIS is also intended to serve as an
“environmental full disclosure law, providing information which Congress thought
the public should have concerning the particular environmental costs involved in a
project.” Silvav. Lynn, 482 F.2d 1282, 1285 (1st Cir. 1973). The environmental
impacts that must be considered in an EIS include “reasonably foreseeable”
Impacts which have “catastrophic consequences, even if their probability of
occurrence is low . . .” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22(b)(4).

As part of the nuclear relicensing process, NRC regulations implementing
NEPA also require a license renewal applicant, in a site specific EIS, to consider
“alternatives for reducing adverse impacts” to mitigate severe accidents (severe
accident mitigation alternatives or SAMAS). 10 C.F.R. 8 51.53(c)(3)(iii); see also
Final Rule, Environmental Review for Renewal of Nuclear Power Plant Operating
Licenses, 10 C.F.R Part 51, 61 Fed. Reg. 28,467 - 28,480 (June 5, 1996).

Finally, after the NRC prepares a draft EIS, it must solicit comments from,

among others, state environmental agencies and the public. 10 C.F.R. 88 51.73;
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51.74 A final EIS must respond to those comments. 10 C.F.R. 8 51.91; see also
42 U.S.C. 8 4321 et seq. (requiring an EIS whenever a major federal action may
have a significant effect on the human environment).!
c. Continuing Duty to Consider New Information

The completion of an EIS for a proposed action does not end an agency’s
responsibility to weigh the environmental impacts of a proposed action. Marsh v.
Oregon Natural Resources Council, 490 U.S.360, 371-72 (1989). As the Supreme
Court recognized in Marsh, it would be incongruous with NEPA’s “action-forcing”
purpose to allow an agency to put on “blinders to adverse environmental effects,”
just because the EIS has been completed. Id. at 371. Accordingly, up until the
point when the agency is ready to take the proposed action, it must supplement the
EIS if there is new information showing that the remaining federal action may
affect the quality of the human environment “in a significant manner or to a
significant extent not already considered . ..” Id. at 374. Thus, consistent with
Marsh, NRC regulation 10 C.F.R. 8 51.92(a)(2) requires that the NRC must

supplement an EIS where there are “new and significant circumstances or

! An agency has the discretion to rely upon a generic (e.g. rulemaking), rather than
a site specific, EIS to evaluate environmental impacts which are common to more
than one federal action, but the generic determination must be “plugged into” the
individual proceeding in which the issue arose. Baltimore Gas & Elec. Co. v.
Natural Resources Defense Council, 462 U.S. 87, 100-01 (1983).

7-
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information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action

or its impacts.”

2. The Atomic Energy Act

The Atomic Energy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2011 et seq. (1992) (AEA), charges the
NRC with ensuring that the generation and transmission of nuclear power “will
provide adequate protection to the health and safety of the public.” AEA § 182, 42
U.S.C. § 2232(a); see also AEA § 103(b), 42 U.S.C. § 2133(b) (2005). The NRC
acknowledges that public safety should be “the first, last, and a permanent
consideration in any decision on the issuance of a construction permit or a license
to operate a nuclear facility.” See Power Reactor Dev. Co. v. Int'l Union of Elec.,
Radio & Mach. Workers, 367 U.S. 396, 402 (1961)(citation omitted).

The NRC may issue a license to operate a nuclear power plant for a period
of up to forty years and renew it upon the expiration of that period. AEA 8 103(b)-
(c), 42 U.S.C. § 2133(b)-(c) (2005); 10 C.F.R. Part 54. When the NRC issues or
renews a license, it is required to “grant a hearing upon the request of any person
whose interest may be affected by the proceeding.” 42 U.S.C. § 2239(a)(1)(A).
The scope of the AEA hearing extends to all issues material to relicensing. Union
of Concerned Scientists v. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm'n, 735 F.2d 1437, 14309.

(D.C. Cir. 1984).
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B. CASE SUMMARY

In this action, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts requests this Court to
reverse and remand CLI-12-06, and to vacate the Licensing Orders, in which the
NRC refused to consider new and significant information submitted by the
Commonwealth from the radiological accident at the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear
power plants in Japan, or to complete its review of the lessons learned from that
accident, before granting a license extension for the Pilgrim nuclear power plant
for an additional twenty years. The NRC also refused to supplement the EIS for
Pilgrim, based upon the lessons learned from Fukushima to date, which
demonstrate that the NRC’s planning for severe accidents at Pilgrim is inadequate
and that additional mitigation measures are necessary to reduce these risks. The
NRC then denied the Commonwealth a hearing on these material relicensing issues
and denied the Commonwealth’s motion to suspend the Pilgrim relicensing
proceeding until the NRC completes an alternative rulemaking proceeding and
applies its findings to the Pilgrim plant before granting the license extension.
Before completing its own review of the lessons learned from Fukushima, or
allowing the Commonwealth and the public an opportunity to participate in that
process, the NRC then issued final Licensing Orders for the Pilgrim nuclear power

plant.
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By refusing to consider new and significant information concerning the
increased environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures before — not
after — relicensing the Pilgrim plant, and as part of the Pilgrim relicensing decision-
making process, the Commission violated NEPA, denied the Commonwealth its
AEA hearing right on these material relicensing issues, acted arbitrarily and
capriciously in violation of the APA, and effectively ruled that any lessons learned
from Fukushima, as may be applied to Pilgrim, shall be determined as a matter of
unfettered agency discretion and outside of the public NEPA and AEA relicensing
process for the Pilgrim plant.

The Commonwealth therefore requests this Court to reverse and remand
CLI-12-06, and to order that the NRC consider these issues before deciding
whether to relicense the Pilgrim plant for another twenty years. The
Commonwealth also asks this Court to vacate the NRC’s Licensing Orders to
extend the license for the Pilgrim nuclear power plant unless and until the NRC
considers the Commonwealth’s new and significant information on the lessons
learned from Fukushima in accordance with NEPA and the AEA, in either a site
specific or generic hearing process, and applies those considerations and rulings to
the individual Pilgrim relicensing proceeding, as may be modified by any further

order of this Court.

-10-



Case(Jas4772-17Ddcuenturféhi6ib21B8age:PAYe: Iate Biked: AilgA82023/20 Entry HdtyoEBHED3523

STATEMENT OF FACTS

A.  The Commonwealth’s Initial Challenge to the Pilgrim
License Renewal

In 1996, the NRC issued the License Renewal Generic Environmental
Impact Statement (GEIS), in which it asserted that the environmental impacts of
storing spent nuclear fuel in spent fuel pools (SFPs), to keep the highly radioactive
fuel cool, can be determined generically for all U.S. nuclear power plants and that
the impacts are small. 10 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix B, Table B-1.

In 2006, based upon a series of expert reports, the Commonwealth filed
contentions (challenges) with the Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee Atomic Safety and
Licensing Boards disputing the NRC’s conclusion and asserting that the NRC had
failed to give due consideration to the risk of severe accidents involving spent fuel
pools before deciding whether to relicense the Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee plants.

[T]he potential for severe pool accidents caused by intentional

malicious acts and by equipment failures and natural disasters such as

earthquakes is not only reasonably foreseeable, but is likely enough to
qualify as a "design-basis accident,” i.e., an accident that must be
designed against under NRC safety regulations. The ER

[Environmental Report which is the foundation for the EIS] also fails

to satisfy 10 C.F.R. 8§ 51.53(c)(3)(iii) because it does not consider

reasonable alternatives for avoiding or reducing the environmental

Impacts of a severe spent fuel accident, i.e., SAMASs [Severe Accident
Mitigation Alternatives]. Alternatives that should be considered

-11-
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include re-racking the fuel pool with low-density fuel storage racks
and transferring a portion of the fuel to dry storage.’

Following a lengthy proceeding, the NRC denied the Commonwealth’s
request for a site specific hearing and alternative generic rulemaking on the risk of
severe accidents involving SFPs. The Commission concluded that no additional
mitigation measures were needed to reduce the risk of severe SFP accidents, and
that the NRC’s generic findings in the 1996 License Renewal GEIS that SFP
impacts are “small” “remain valid.” Denial of Petitions for Rulemaking, 73 Fed.
Reg. at 46,208 and 46,212 (August 8, 2008). JA- 11-1203 and 1207.

In response to the NRC’s rulings, the Commonwealth filed two judicial
appeals.

First, the Commonwealth filed a judicial appeal in the First Circuit Court of
Appeals. On procedural grounds, this Court denied the Commonwealth’s appeal
for failure to exhaust administrative remedies. Massachusetts v. U.S. NRC, at 132.
However, in doing so, the First Circuit observed that:

NEPA does impose an obligation on the NRC to consider

environmental impacts of the Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee license

renewal before issuing a final decision . . . In theory, what fetters the

agency’s decision-making process and ensures ultimate compliance
with NEPA is judicial review.

Id. at 130.

2 Massachusetts Attorney General’s Request for Hearing and Petition for Leave to
Intervene (May 26, 2006). JA-1-656-657; see also Massachusetts v. U.S. NRC, 522
F.3d 115, 122-23 (1st Cir. 2008).
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Second, following the subsequent denial of the Commonwealth’s
Rulemaking Petition by the Commission, the State of New York filed an appeal
with the Second Circuit Court of Appeals.®> The Second Circuit Court of Appeals
affirmed the NRC’s decision to reject the Commonwealth’s new and significant
information on the increased risk of severe SFP accidents and the need to require
additional mitigation measures to reduce those risks. New York v. U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, 589 F.3d 551 (2nd Cir. 2009). In doing so, the Second
Circuit did not apply the test of reasonableness generally applied to NEPA
decisions. Cf., e.g., United States v. Coalition for Buzzards Bay, 644 F.3d 26, 38
(1st Cir. 2011) (agency failure to take hard look at environmental consequences
and make reasoned finding showing compliance with NEPA is reversible error).
Instead, the Court applied the standard of review for decisions denying rulemaking
petitions, which it summarized as “so high as to be ‘akin to non-reviewability.””

NY v. U.S. N.R.C., 589 F.3d at 554 (quoting Cellnet Comm’n, Inc. v. FCC, 965

F.2d 1106, 1111 (D.C. Cir. 1992)).

3 Since the State of New York commented on the Commonwealth’s rulemaking
petition to the NRC, and was first to file a petition for review (in the Second
Circuit) before the Commonwealth filed in the First Circuit, the rulemaking case
was heard and decided by the Second Circuit Court of Appeals. See 28 U.S.C. §
2112(a).
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B. The Accident at Fukushima

1. Commonwealth initial filings on lessons learned from
Fukushima.

On March 11, 2011, an earthquake and tsunami initiated a severe accident
involving four Nuclear Power Plants (NPPs) on the Fukushima Daiichi (Number 1)
site in Japan, which included the loss of cooling and water makeup to the spent
fuel pools, loss of power over multiple days, station blackout, and failed venting
systems leading to increased pressure, explosion in the reactor buildings, core melt,

and radioactive release.*

*“The tsunami resulted in extensive damage to the site facilities and a complete
loss of ac electrical power at Units 1 through 5, a condition known as station
blackout (SBO)...cooling was lost to the fuel in [Units 1 — 3], resulting in damage
to the nuclear fuel shortly after the loss of cooling...[t]he Unit 1, 2, and 3
explosions were caused by the buildup of hydrogen gas within the primary
containment produced during fuel damage in the reactor...” U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission Task Force, Near-Term Review of Insights from the
Fukushima Dai-ichi Accident: Recommendations for Enhancing Reactor Safety in
the 21st Century (July 2011) (NRC Task Force Report). JA-111-2451. The
Japanese government initially recommended that residents within a twelve-mile
radius evacuate. Based upon a recommendation by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, the American Embassy advised that Americans living within a fifty-
mile radius should evacuate, an area with a population of about two million people.
David E. Sanger, Matthew L. Wald and Hiroko Tabuchi, U.S. Calls Radiation
‘Extremely High;” Sees Japan Nuclear Crisis Worsening, N.Y. Times, March 16,
2011.
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On May 2, 2011, the Commonwealth filed with the Commission a request to
suspend the Pilgrim relicensing proceeding, pending consideration of the new and
significant information from Fukushima.’

On June 2, 2011, the Commonwealth filed a contention supported by its
expert, Dr. Gordon Thompson, as well as a renewed request to stay the Pilgrim
proceeding and related filings, based upon the lessons learned from Fukushima to
date.® In his report, Dr. Thompson identified six areas in which information that
was then available regarding the Fukushima accident supported either conclusive
(established) or provisional (likely) findings, including, based upon the direct

experience of the accidents at Three Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Fukushima, that

> Commonwealth of Massachusetts Response to Commission Order Regarding
Lessons Learned from the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Station Accident,
Joinder in Petition to Suspend the License Renewal Proceeding for the Pilgrim
Nuclear Power Plant, and Request for Additional Relief (May 2, 2011). JA-I1I-
1437.

® See e.g. Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Conditional Motion to Suspend
Pilgrim License Renewal Proceeding Pending Resolution of Petition for
Rulemaking to Rescind Spent Fuel Pool Regulations (June 2, 2011). JA-11-1769;
Commonwealth Contention Regarding New and Significant Information Revealed
by the Fukushima Radiological Accident (June 2, 2011). JA-1759; Motion to
Admit Contention and, if Necessary, to Re-Open Record Regarding New and
Significant Information Revealed by Fukushima Accident (June 2, 2011). JA-I1-
1667; Petition for Waiver of 10 C.F.R. Part 51 Subpart A, Appendix B, or, in the
Alternative, Petition for Rulemaking to Rescind Regulations Excluding
Consideration of Spent Fuel Storage Impacts from License Renewal
Environmental Review (June 2, 2011)(“Waiver Petition”). JA-11-1727; Gordon R.
Thompson, Institute for Resource and Security Studies, New and Significant
Information from the Fukushima Daiichi Accident in the Context of Future
Operation of the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant (June 2011)(“Thompson 2011
Report”). JA-11-1679.
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Entergy - which relied solely on a theoretical model in its relicensing application -
had underestimated the likelihood of a severe accident at Pilgrim by an order of
magnitude (a factor of ten). See Thompson 2011 Report, JA-11-1694-1695.

[Blased on cumulative direct experience of NPP [Nuclear
Power Plant] accidents, including the Fukushima accident, the Pilgrim
licensee under-estimates reactor core damage frequency [CDF] by an
order of magnitude. Thus, the licensee’s SAMA [Severe Accident
Mitigation Alternatives] analysis for Pilgrim should be re-done with a
baseline CDF that is increased by an order of magnitude. In light of
experience at Fukushima, the re-done SAMA analysis should
encompass, among other SAMA options, measures to accommodate:
(i) structural damage; and (ii) station blackout, loss of service water,
and/or loss of fresh water supply, occurring for multiple days. Id. at
JA-11-1707-1708.

2. NRC Task Force Report on Fukushima

On March 23, 2011, to evaluate the lessons learned from Fukushima and
their relevance for U.S. nuclear power plants, the NRC directed the establishment
of the Near-Term Task Force to provide:

[a] systematic and methodical review of U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission processes and regulations to determine whether the

agency should make additional improvements to its regulatory system

and to make recommendations to the Commission for its policy

direction, in light of the accident at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear
Power Plant.

" In part relying upon his 2006 report, Dr. Thompson also concluded, once again,
that additional mitigation including dry cask storage should be considered for the
Pilgrim spent fuel pool (SFP) to reduce the risk of severe accidents involving the
SFP, and for the containment venting systems to be improved, including use of
filtered vents, to reduce the risk of hydrogen explosion and radioactive release. Id.
at JA-11-1706.
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NRC Task Force Report. ADD-111 (excerpt), JA-111-2439.

On July 12, 2011, the Task Force issued its Report on the lessons learned to
date from Fukushima, which included a number of significant recommendations to
change NRC policies and practices for regulating U.S. nuclear plants, including
changes to the regulatory system on which the NRC relies to make the safety
findings that the AEA requires for licensing of reactors and to increase the level of
safety that is minimally required for all nuclear plants in order to protect public
health and safety:

In response to the Fukushima accident and the insights it brings to

light, the Task Force is recommending actions, some general, some

specific that it believes would be a reasonable, well-formulated set of

actions to increase the level of safety associated with adequate

protection of the public health and safety.

Id. at JA-111-2431, excerpt at ADD-115 (emphasis added).

In particular, the Task Force found that “the NRC’s safety approach is
incomplete without a strong program for dealing with the unexpected, including
severe accidents.” Id. at JA-111-2460. The Task Force also recognized that the
great majority of the NRC’s current regulations do not impose mandatory safety
requirements on severe accidents, and severe accident measures are adopted only
on a “voluntary” basis or through a “patchwork” of requirements. Id.

The Task Force concluded:

While the Commission has been partially responsive to
recommendations calling for requirements to address beyond-design-
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basis accidents, the NRC has not made fundamental changes to the

regulatory approach for beyond-design-basis events and severe

accidents for operating reactors.

Id. at JA-111-2459.

Therefore, the Task Force recommended that the NRC incorporate some
potential severe accidents into the “design basis,” subject them to mandatory safety
regulations, and suggested that some severe accident mitigation measures should
be adopted into the design basis, i.e., the set of mitigation measures adopted
without regard to their cost which establish the minimum level of adequate
protection required for all nuclear power plants. Id. excerpt at ADD-115 and 117,
JA-111-2460 and JA-111-2462; see also Union of Concerned Scientists v. NRC, 824
F.2d 108, 120 (D.C. Cir. 1987).

In support of and in parallel with its recommendations to upgrade the level
of safety to address severe accidents, the Task Force also proposed a series of
specific safety investigations, design changes, equipment upgrades, and
Improvements to emergency planning and operating procedures, see Task Force
Report at JA-111-2511 — 2512; 2515 — JA-111-2517, including enhanced mitigation

measures to reduce the risks of accidents involving spent fuel pools, id. at JA-I11-

2511 (#7) and “requiring reliable hardened vent designs in BWR [Boiling Water
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Reactors] with Mark 1 [e.g. Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee] and Mark 2
containment designs.” Id. at JA-111-2511 (#5).°
3. Commonwealth Filings Re: NRC Task Force Report

On August 11, 2011, the Commonwealth filed a motion and a second expert
report with the Pilgrim ASLB in order to supplement its contention, based upon the
NRC Task Force Report, to provide additional new and significant information on
the environmental impacts and risks of relicensing the Pilgrim plant.® As Dr.
Thompson explained, the findings of the NRC’s Task Force on Fukushima
substantially overlap and are consistent with those previously submitted by the
Commonwealth in its initial contention, including the need for the NRC to improve

planning to address the risk of severe accidents and to require additional mitigation

® In its Report, the Task Force found that no “imminent risk” was posed by
operation or licensing such that the U.S. plants should be shut down immediately,
id., at JA-111-2460, excerpt at ADD-115, and that U.S. reactors meet the statutory
standard for security, i.e., they are “not inimical to the common defense and
security.” 1d. Notably, however, the Task Force did not report a conclusion that
the continued licensing of reactors such as the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant would
satisfy NEPA, without first addressing the lessons learned from the accident at
Fukushima.

® Commonwealth of Massachusetts Motion to Supplement Bases to
Commonwealth Contention to Address NRC Task Force Report on Lessons
Learned from the Radiological Accident at Fukushima (Aug. 11, 2011) JA-II1-
2535.
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measures to reduce that risk,'® including mitigation of accidents involving spent
fuel pools.™*

Based upon his 2006 and June 2012 reports, and as further supported by the
NRC’s own Task Force Report, Dr. Thompson concluded that the lessons learned
from Fukushima presented new and significant information which required that the
SAMA analysis for the Pilgrim plant, and the Pilgrim-specific supplement to the
GEIS (Generic EIS) for license renewal, were inadequate and should be redone.
Id. at Section 1V, ADD-124.

4, Pilgrim ASLB Decision

On November 28, 2011, a Majority of the Pilgrim ASLB denied admission
of the Commonwealth’s contention, holding that the Commonwealth’s contention
did not present new and significant information and did not satisfy any of the
NRC’s nineteen standards for admissibility, late filing, and reopening a closed
record (collectively “late-filed” contention standards). In so doing, the Majority

evaluated and rejected the merits of the Commonwealth’s expert opinion — at the

1% Declaration of Gordon R. Thompson Addressing New and Significant
Information Provided by the NRC’s Near-Term Task Force Report on the
Fukushima Accident (Aug. 11, 2011). JA-111-2551, ADD-118; { 11-3 (severe
accidents) ADD-120; 1 111-2 and I11-3 (rely upon direct experience of nuclear
accidents as part of risk analysis), ADD-121.

1 1d. at 19 111-4 and 111-5, ADD-121-122; 9 111-10 and I11-11 (mitigation of spent
fuel pool accidents), ADD-122 - ADD-123; see also id. at {{ 111-8 and 111-9, ADD-
122; 1 111-12 and 111-13, ADD-123 (improve hardened venting systems at the
containment, and consider other mitigation measures including filtration, to reduce
the risk of hydrogen explosion and radioactive release).
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contention admission stage of the proceeding and without a hearing — on the need
to revise SAMASs and provide additional mitigation measures for the Pilgrim
plant.** The Pilgrim ASLB Majority also disregarded the findings of the NRC’s
own Task Force on Fukushima.

We note the Commonwealth has observed the Near-Term Task Force

Report’s suggestion that some severe accidents should be included in

the design basis [for Pilgrim and other plants; citation omitted] but

that result must await scientific investigation and its outcome.
Id. at ADD-200 n.230. Therefore, the ASLB Majority concluded that no hearing
on the Commonwealth’s concerns was warranted.

Judge Young concurred only in the Majority Decision result, finding, based
upon the Commission’s prior determination in CLI-11-05, that it would be

“premature” to reach issues arising from Fukushima raised by the

Commonwealth’s contention. ** However, she expressly did not adopt the

12 See, e.g., In the Matter of: Entergy Nuclear Generation Company And Entergy
Nuclear Operations, Inc.(Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station), LBP-11-35 (November
28, 2011) at ADD-195 (Denying Commonwealth of Massachusetts' Request for
Stay, Motion for Waiver, and Request for Hearing on A New Contention Relating
to Fukushima Accident) ADD-136 (report and declarations of the
Commonwealth’s expert amount to only a “bare conclusory statement” and fail to
show that other SAMAs “would have been considered”), ADD-195 and (“there is
presently absolutely no information presented from the Fukushima accidents that
has been indicated to have any impact on the Pilgrim Plant or its environmental
impact . . .”). ADD-206.

31d. at ADD- 209 (citing to Union Electric Company d/b/a/ Ameren Missouri
(Callaway Plant, Unit 2) et al., (CLI-11-05) (September 9, 2011) [hereinafter CLI-
11-05] JA-111-2671.) The Commission issued CLI-11-05 on September 9, 2011, in
which the Commission found that it would be “premature” to conduct a NEPA
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reasoning of the Majority Decision. Instead, she concluded that “information from
Fukushima is clearly ‘new’ information” and that the Commonwealth had shown
“at least some likelihood” that the information on Fukushima could lead to
significantly different analysis of environmental consequences of renewing the
Pilgrim operating license. ADD-211, 213. Judge Young concluded that, while the
Commonwealth’s contention may not yet be ripe as ordered by the Commission in
CLI-11-05, “...it would appear that Fukushima-related issues must be addressed in
some manner in this proceeding prior to its conclusion and a final determination on
the license renewal request . . .” ADD-213 n.13.

On December 8, 2011, the Commonwealth filed a Petition for Review of the
Pilgrim ASLB decision with the Commission. JA-111-2893.

5. NRC Staff Proposed Orders on Lessons Learned from
Fukushima

On February 17, 2012, while the Commonwealth’s Pilgrim appeal was
pending before the Commission, the NRC Staff submitted a series of proposed
orders to the Commission - based upon the findings of the same NRC Task Force

report on Fukushima relied upon by the Commonwealth - “to redefine the level of

analysis based upon the lessons learned from Fukushima because “the full picture
of what happened at Fukushima is still far from clear,” CLI-11-05 at JA-111-2700,
and denied requests to suspend relicensing proceedings and related relief in about
twenty relicensing proceedings from around the country. Id. at JA-111-2711 —
2712. However, the Commission specifically did not rule upon the
Commonwealth’s contention filings, reserving that decision in the first instance for
later decision by the Pilgrim ASLB. Id. at JA-111-2706 n.122.
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protection regarded as adequate pursuant to [NRC regulations] and require actions
of licensees [including the Pilgrim licensee] to meet that new level of protection.”*
The NRC Staff thus proposed additional mitigation strategies to address beyond
design basis (i.e. severe) accidents," including accidents involving spent fuel
pools;*® and to require reliable hardened vents in BWR Mark 1 (e.g. Pilgrim) and
other containments. !/

Collectively, these three orders proposed some, but not all, of the mitigation
measures for which the Commonwealth had sought a hearing as part of the Pilgrim
relicensing process. For example, with resistance from industry, the NRC excused
U.S. nuclear plants from requiring some of the more effective mitigation measures
proposed by the Commonwealth’s expert for consideration: lowering the density of
the fuel in spent fuel pools and utilizing dry cask storage to reduce the risk of spent
fuel pool fire; Staff Proposed Orders at JA-111-3039; cf. ; JA-1-657, JA-11-1706 and

Mass. v. U.S. NRC, 522 F.3d at 122-123, and adding vent filters to reduce radiation

release in the event of a severe accident. Staff Proposed Orders at JA-111-3039.

1 JA-111-3041; see also ADD-32 n.145 (Commission citing Proposed Orders and
Requests for Information in Response to Lessons Learned from Japan’s March 11,
2011, Great Tohoku Earthquake and Tsunami (February 17, 2012)(JA-111-3035)).
> Order Modifying Licenses with Regard to Requirements For Mitigation
Strategies For Beyond-Design-Basis External Events (Effective Immediately)
(February 17, 2012). JA-111-3071.

' Order Modifying Licenses with Regard to Reliable Spent Fuel Pool
Instrumentation (Effective Immediately) (February 17, 2012) JA-111-3097.

" Order Modifying Licenses with Regard to Reliable Hardened Containment Vents
(Effective Immediately) (February 17, 2012) JA-111-3051.
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(“[S]taff has encouraged licensees to consider the potential for the later addition of
filters.”); cf. 2011 Thompson Supplemental Declaration at 6 (]111-13), ADD-123.
6. Commission Denial of Commonwealth Petition

On March 8, 2012, the Commission denied the Commonwealth’s petition for
review, finding that the Commonwealth had not satisfied any of the NRC’s late-
filed standards for contention admission.”® The Commission also found that the
Commonwealth had not raised a “significant environmental issue’ and that the
“direct experience” of Fukushima, Chernobyl, and Three Mile Island -- suggesting
that Entergy had underestimated the risk of a severe accident involving the Pilgrim
plant by an order of magnitude -- failed to demonstrate the inadequacy of
Entergy’s theoretical model of risk (Probabilistic Risk Assessment) which
predicted that an accident like Fukushima was unlikely to happen. CLI-12-06 at
ADD-21. In rejecting the Commonwealth’s “direct experience” methodology, the
Commission never explained why the single “direct experience” of Fukushima
nevertheless was adequate to support the recommendations of the NRC’s own Task

Force to increase the level of safety at U.S. nuclear plants. *°

8 See e.g. CLI-12-06 at ADD-19.

¥ The Commission also concluded that the Commonwealth was late in raising
Chernobyl and TMI as real world events to challenge Entergy’s theoretical model
because they had happened years before, and could not be reconsidered as “new”
even in combination with the new information from Fukushima. Id. at ADD-21
n.99.
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In summary, the Commission concluded that the Commonwealth had failed
to meet its “heavy burden” to satisfy NRC “late-filed” contention standards and
obtain a hearing on the lessons learned from Fukushima. Id. at ADD-19. As the
Commission explained: “[a]t bottom, Massachusetts has not shown that its
contention should be litigated in this proceeding because it has failed to
demonstrate a sufficiently supported link between the Fukushima Dai-ichi events
and the Pilgrim environmental analysis.” Id.

While concluding that the Commonwealth was not entitled to a site specific
hearing on the lessons learned from Fukushima prior to relicensing the Pilgrim
plant for an additional twenty years, the Commission similarly found that the
Commonwealth was not entitled to a generic (i.e. rulemaking) hearing process
before the Commission granted the Pilgrim license extension. “[W]e have already
considered and rejected the notion that our Fukushima lessons-learned review
needs to be completed prior to a decision on any pending license renewal
application.” 1d. at ADD-30.%°

On March 12, 2012, four days after denying the Commonwealth’s request
for a public NEPA process and an AEA hearing on the lessons learned from

Fukushima and their relevance for the Pilgrim plant, the Commission issued in

20 1d. at ADD-30. (denying the Commonwealth’s request to suspend the Pilgrim
proceeding pending a decision on the Commonwealth’s alternative request for
rulemaking on spent fuel pool issues).
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substantially similar form the NRC Staff’s proposed orders to Pilgrim and other
U.S. nuclear plants, to address the risk of severe accidents and to require some
additional mitigation measures, based upon the same NRC Task Force Report
which the Commission had determined was inadequate to support admission of the
Commonwealth’s NEPA contention.?* In issuing the orders, the Commission
noted that “[t]he events at Fukushima highlight the possibility that extreme natural
phenomena could challenge the prevention, mitigation, and emergency
preparedness defense in depth layers,” Severe Accident Order (cover page) at JA-
111-3125, ADD-125 (excerpt), and that “these [mitigation] measures are necessary
to ensure adequate protection of public health and safety.” Id. at JA-111-3134,

ADD-133 (excerpt).?

2! Issuance of Order to Modify Licenses with Regard to Requirements for
Mitigation Strategies for Beyond-Design-Basis External Events (March 12, 2012)
(Severe Accident Order). JA-111-3125, ADD-125 (excerpt); see also Issuance of
Order to Modify Licenses with Regard to Reliable Spent Fuel Pool Instrumentation
(March 12, 2012) JA-111-3163, ADD-134 (excerpt); Issuance of Order to Modify
Licenses with Regard to Reliable Hardened Containment Vents (March 12, 2012).
(JA-111-3203, ADD-135 (excerpt).

*2 In denying the Commonwealth’s petition, the Commission cited to the NRC
Staff’s proposed orders to the Commission on these issues. CLI-12-06 at JA-1-32,
n.145, ADD-32. The Commonwealth therefore requests that the Court take
judicial notice that the Commission subsequently issued these orders in
substantially similar form as proposed by the NRC Staff. See Fed. R. Ev. 201
(b)(2) (court may judicially notice a fact that is not subject to reasonable dispute);
Aguilar v. U.S. Immigration & Customs Enforcement Div. of Dept. of Homeland
Sec., 510 F.3d 1, 8 n.1 (1st Cir. 2007) (Judicial notice allows circuit courts (on
their own or by party request) to supplement the record with facts that meet Rule
201.).

-26-



Case(Jas4772-17Ddcumenturféhi6ib21B8age:Fie: IBate Bkad: AilgA812023/20 Entry HdtyoEBHED3523

On May 29, 2012, the NRC issued a twenty-year license extension for the
Pilgrim nuclear power plant. JA-1-47, ADD-44.

Ten days after the NRC issued the Pilgrim license renewal, the D.C. Circuit
Court of Appeals vacated the NRC’s Waste Confidence Decision (WCD) and the
NRC’s final rule regarding Consideration of Environmental Impacts of Spent Fuel
After Cessation of Reactor Operation (Temporary Storage Rule or TSR), including
the Commission’s generic finding that spent fuel pool fires are sufficiently unlikely
as to pose no significant environmental threat. State of New York v. NRC, No. 11-
1045 (D.C. Cir. June 8, 2012).> The Court concluded that “[o]verall, we cannot
defer to the Commission’s conclusions regarding temporary storage [of spent
nuclear fuel] because the Commission did not conduct a sufficient [NEPA]

(13

analysis of the environmental risks” and that the NRC’s “analysis is plagued by a
failure to examine the consequences of pool fires in addition to the probabilities.”
Id. at slip op. 20, 18. In response, the Commission noted that “[w]aste confidence
undergirds certain agency licensing decisions, in particular new reactor licensing
and reactor license renewal,” and concluded that “we will not issue licenses

dependent upon the Waste Confidence Decision or the Temporary Storage Rule

until the Court’s remand is appropriately addressed.” In the Matter of Calvert

> The Court’s mandate has not yet issued.
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Cliffs Nuclear Power Project, LLC (Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 3),

et. al., CLI-12-16 (August 7, 2012) SI. Op. at 4. (ML12220A099).**

SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

In this action, the Commonwealth presented new and significant information
on the lessons learned from the radiological accident at Fukushima, including an
independent expert report and the NRC’s own Task Force report on Fukushima,
which demonstrates that the risk of a severe accident at the Pilgrim nuclear power
plant is substantially greater than is reflected in Entergy’s license renewal
application, that the NRC’s planning for severe accidents is inadequate, and that
additional Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives or SAMASs should be
considered for Pilgrim to reduce the risk. The Commonwealth also requested the
NRC to take a hard look at this new and significant information and to supplement
the Pilgrim Environmental Impact Statement before deciding whether to grant the
Pilgrim license extension.

The Commission denied the Commonwealth’s hearing and related requests
in CLI-12-06 to consider this new and significant information because, according

to the Commission, the information from Fukushima was too undeveloped or

2 NRC uses ML accession numbers for documents in its “Electronic Reading
Room.” To find documents, one may use the agency’s search engine known as
Agency-wide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) at
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html#web-based-adams.
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“inchoate” to support a NEPA analysis. However, the Commission never
discussed its own Task Force Report on Fukushima which concluded that the
information from Fukushima to date was clear and compelling enough to require
that the level of safety should be increased for Pilgrim and other U.S. nuclear
plants and that additional mitigation measures should be ordered immediately for
those plants to reduce the risk of severe accidents.

The Commission also never explained why it made sense to deny the
Commonwealth’s request for a NEPA and AEA hearing on this new and
significant information, when the Commission simultaneously — and outside the
public Pilgrim relicensing proceeding — relied upon the same Task Force Report to
order some additional mitigation measures to reduce the risk of severe accidents at
Pilgrim and other plants — although not all of the measures requested by the
Commonwealth. The Commission then refused to complete its review of the new
and significant information from Fukushima before granting the twenty-year
license extension for the Pilgrim plant.

By these procedural maneuvers, the NRC failed to meet NEPA'’s
requirement to ensure that it will take a “hard look™ at the new and significant
information that bears on the environmental impacts of the proposed action.
Marsh, 490 U.S. at 371-372. The NRC also failed to satisfy NEPA’s basic

requirement to consider the environmental concerns in a timely way, i.e., before
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taking the major federal action that is proposed, Robertson, 490 U.S. at 349, and
violated NEPA and acted arbitrarily by failing to supplement the Pilgrim EIS in a
public process. 10 C.F.R. §51.92(a)(2); 10 C.F.R. 88 51.73 - 51.74.

Similarly, under the AEA, interested members of the public have the right to
be heard on all material licensing issues, including the question of whether the
NRC has complied with its NEPA duties. 42 U.S.C. § 2239(a); Union of
Concerned Scientists v. NRC, 735 F.2d at 1439. In this case, the Commission
violated the AEA’s nondiscretionary hearing requirement by failing to grant the
Commonwealth’s hearing requests either (a) in the individual license renewal
proceeding for Pilgrim or (b) in an alternative rulemaking proceeding, and “plug
In” its results, before granting a twenty-year license extension for the Pilgrim plant.

Baltimore Gas & Electric Co, 462 U.S. at 101.

STANDARD OF REVIEW
Under the Administrative Procedure Act, a reviewing court must “hold
unlawful and set aside agency action, findings and conclusions found to be
arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with
law.” Dubois v. U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 102 F.3d 1273, 1284 (1st Cir. 1996)
(quoting 5 U.S.C. 8 706(2)(A)). Errors of law are reviewed “de novo,” with the

court deciding “relevant questions of law.” Id. (quoting Howard v. FAA, 17 F.3d
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1213, 1215 (9th Cir. 1994)). Legal conclusions are judged under a standard of
reasonableness. Sierra Club v. Marsh, 769 F.2d 868, 873 (1st Cir. 1985).

An agency decision is arbitrary and capricious where it fails to make “a
reasoned evaluation of the relevant factors.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at 378. An agency
may also “exceed grants of discretion — even ringing grants of broad, essentially
standardless discretion — in various ways” including where an agency “neglect[s]
to consider a significant factor that appropriately bears on the discretionary
decision . . . [or] mak][es] a clear judgmental error in weighing [the relevant
factors].” Henryv. LN.S., 74 F.3d 1, 4 (1st Cir. 1996).

Finally, while courts defer to agency factual decisions, the degree of
deference owed by the court depends on the extent to which the agency’s decision
involves exercise of the agency’s scientific expertise. Puerto Rico Aqueduct &
Sewer Author. v. EPA, 35 F.3d 600, 604 (1st Cir. 1994). The more a factual
decision depends on legal determinations, the less deference is required. Id.; see
also Dubois, 102 F.3d at 1285, (citing Citizens Awareness Network, 59 F.3d 284,
290 (1st Cir. 1995))(Court must conduct a “searching and careful” inquiry,
satisfying itself that the agency’s decision “makes sense™).

ARGUMENT

-31-



Case Cls4772-170Dcubentrfeat 6152155ge Rege: Mate Eile: AildaS028/20 Bntry EDi56E8BED3523

l. THE NRC VIOLATED NEPA AND ACTED ARBITRARILY AND

CAPRICIOUSLY BY REFUSING TO TAKE A HARD LOOK AT

THE LESSONS LEARNED FROM FUKUSHIMA, OR TO

SUPPLEMENT THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

FOR THE PILGRIM PLANT, BEFORE GRANTING A TWENTY

YEAR LICENSE EXTENSION.

A.  The NRC violated NEPA by failing to complete its hard look
review of the lessons learned from Fukushima, and by excluding
the Commonwealth and the public from that review, before
relicensing the Pilgrim plant.

In reviewing an agency decision declining to supplement an EIS, the court
should determine 1) “whether the agency took a ‘hard look’ at the possible effects
of the proposed action;” and 2) “if such a hard look has been taken, the court must
ask whether the agency decision was arbitrary and capricious.” Village of Grand
View v. Skinner, 947 F. 2d 651, 657 (2™ Cir. 1991); Hughes River Watershed
Conservancy v. Johnson, 165 F.3d 283, 286 (4™ Cir. 1999). The agency is required
to take a hard look at new information on the potential environmental effects of a
proposed action even if it later determines that the information would not change

the EIS. Marsh, 490 U.S at 385 (agency required to take hard look “regardless of

its eventual assessment of the significance of this information.”).?

% To evaluate whether an agency “took a ‘hard look’ at the new information,” in
order to determine whether supplemental NEPA analysis was necessary, courts
consider “whether the agency obtains opinions from its own experts, obtains
opinions from experts outside the agency, gives careful scientific scrutiny,
responds to all legitimate concerns that are raised, . . . or otherwise provides a
reasoned explanation for the new circumstance's lack of significance.” Southern
Utah Wilderness Alliance v. Norton, 301 F.3d 1217, 1238-39 (10th Cir. 2002),
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In this case, the Commonwealth presented new and significant information
to the NRC on the environmental impacts of relicensing the Pilgrim plant based
upon the Commonwealth’s independent expert report and the NRC’s own Task
Force Report that found:

As new information and new analytical techniques are

developed, safety standards need to be reviewed, evaluated and

changed, as necessary, to insure that they continue to address

the NRC’s requirements to provide reasonable assurance of

adequate protection of public health and safety. The Task

Force believes, based upon its review of the information

currently available from Japan and the current regulations, that

the time has come for such change.

Task Force Report at JA-111-2460, excerpt at ADD-115.

The NRC itself confirmed the significance of the Task Force
recommendations by relying upon them to propose and then implement
immediately effective orders to require Pilgrim and other U.S. nuclear plants to
provide additional mitigation measures to reduce the risk of severe accidents —
even while rejecting the Commonwealth’s request to take a hard look at this
information as part of the public relicensing process for Pilgrim under NEPA.

Thus the Commonwealth not only demonstrated that the lessons learned from

Fukushima could alter the environmental impacts of relicensing and could require

rev’d on other grounds, 542 U.S. 55 (2004) (quoting Headwaters Inc. v. Bureau of
Land Mgmt., Medford Dist., 914 F.2d 1174, 1177 (9th Cir. 1990) and Hughes
River Watershed Conservancy v. Johnson, 165 F.3d 283, 288 (4™ Cir. 1999))
(internal citations omitted); see also Natural Resource Defense Council, Inc. v.
F.AA., 564 F.3d 549, 561 (2nd Cir. 2009).
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additional mitigation measures, but the NRC’s own actions confirm that the
lessons learned from Fukushima to date have changed NRC practices to consider
the risk of severe accidents at Pilgrim and other U.S. nuclear plants and have
required additional mitigation measures to reduce these risks.?

As Judge Young of the Pilgrim ASLB noted:

The accident at Fukushima happened, and it happened at

reactors of the same model as the Pilgrim reactor. In this light, not to

consider information concerning the severe accident at the Fukushima

plant as ‘new’ information that is relevant to the Pilgrim SAMA

analysis — the severe accident mitigation alternatives analysis[under

NEPA] - including those aspects of it that concern containment

failure, offsite consequences, and the functioning and use of the DTV,

would seem to be short-sighted, if not indeed absurd.?’

Yet notwithstanding the conceded significance of the lessons learned from

Fukushima, the NRC refused to complete its hard look review of those lessons

2% The NRC Task Force findings focus upon “the NRC’s requirements to provide
reasonable assurance of adequate protection of public health and safety,” Task
Force Report at JA-111-2460, ADD-115, in order to satisfy the NRC’s regulatory
obligation “to provide adequate protection to the health and safety of the public”
under the AEA. 42 U.S.C. 8 2232(a). The NRC’s AEA safety findings
substantially overlap with the environmental impacts that the NRC also is required
to address under NEPA, because the degree to which a project may affect public
health and safety is a major consideration under NEPA. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27
(b)(2)(“significance” of impacts under NEPA includes “[t]he degree to which the
proposed action affects public health or safety”); see also 40 C.F.R. §1508.14 (the
term “human environment” “shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the
natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that
environment.”).

2" Entergy Nuclear Generation Co. (Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station), LBP-11-23,
74 N.R.C. __ (Sept. 8, 2011) (Young, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part)
(slip op. at 3)(emphasis original),(ML11251A206).
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before granting a twenty-year license extension for the Pilgrim plant. CLI-12-06 at
JA-1-31, ADD-31 (“Our review of the events at Fukushima Dai-ichi is ongoing.”);
id. at CLI-12-06 at JA-1-30, ADD-30(“[W]e have already considered and rejected
the notion that our Fukushima lessons-learned review needs to be completed prior
to a decision on any pending license renewal application.”).

By failing to complete its review, the Commission violated its
nondiscretionary duty to take a hard look at new and significant information on
the lessons learned from Fukushima before — not after — relicensing the Pilgrim
plant for another twenty years. Massachusetts v. NRC, 522 F. 3d at 130 (“NEPA
does impose an obligation on the NRC to consider environmental impacts of the
Pilgrim [ ] license renewal before issuing a final decision.”); Baltimore Gas, 462
U.S. at 97 (NEPA requires an agency to “take a *hard look’ at the environmental
consequences before taking a major action.”); Robertson, 490 U.S. at 349. The
Commission’s promise to complete that process in the future does not excuse the
present violation. Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 301 F.3d at 1239 (agency
assertion that it “hopes to fulfill, or even will fulfill, its NEPA obligations in the
future does not address its current failures to act.”).

Moreover, to the extent the NRC has already considered the lessons learned
to date from Fukushima, it did so outside of the public NEPA process, without

allowing the Commonwealth the right to comment upon and contest the need for
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additional mitigation at Pilgrim, and without supplementing the Pilgrim EIS
(discussed infra.). The NRC thereby granted a twenty-year license extension for
the Pilgrim plant in complete disregard of the public notice and participation
requirements of NEPA and without completing its hard look review. Town of
Winthrop v. FAA, 535 F. 3d 1, 4 (the two important purposes of NEPA are “to
ensure that agencies do not make decisions based on incomplete information” and
“to provide information about environmental effects to the public and other
governmental agencies in a timely fashion so that they have an opportunity to
respond.”); see also Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Callaway, 524
F.2d 79, 92 (2nd Cir. 1975)(holding that “the critical agency decision” must be
made after the new information has been considered in good faith; otherwise “the
process becomes a useless ritual, defeating the purpose of NEPA, and rather
making a mockery of it.”).

The NRC thus “skirt[ed] NEPA,” and “essentially exempt[ed] a licensee
from regulatory compliance, . . . [which] is manifestly arbitrary and capricious.”
Citizens Awareness Network, 59 F.3d at 293; see also Public Service Co. of New
Hampshire v. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 582 F. 2d 77, 81 (1st Cir.
1978)(“NEPA’s mandate has been given strict enforcement in the courts, with
frequent admonitions that it is insufficient to give mere lip service to the statute

and then proceed in blissful disregard of its requirements.”).
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B. The NRC violated NEPA and acted arbitrarily and capriciously
by refusing to supplement the Pilgrim EIS

1. The NRC's finding that it lacked sufficient information to
supplement the Pilgrim EIS is arbitrary and refuted by the
record.

The NRC is required to supplement the EIS for the Pilgrim plant where new
information “provides a seriously different picture of the environmental
landscape.” Nat’l Comm. for the River v. FERC, 373 F. 3d 1323, 1330 (D.C. Cir.
2004) (emphasis in original). The Commission’s action in relying upon the Task
Force Report on the lessons learned from Fukushima to increase safety and order
additional mitigation at Pilgrim and other U.S. nuclear plants essentially conceded
that that information meets this standard, and requires the NRC to supplement the
Pilgrim EIS. 10 C.F.R. 51.92 (a)(“NRC staff will prepare a supplement to a final
environmental impact statement . . . , if (2) [t]here are new and significant
circumstances or information relevant to the environmental concerns and bearing
on the proposed action or its impacts.”); see also 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27 (discussing
“significance” of information under NEPA).

However, in denying the Commonwealth’s petition for NEPA review and a
hearing on the lessons learned from Fukushima, the Commission claimed that it

was not obligated under NEPA to supplement the EIS prior to relicensing Pilgrim
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because the NRC “do[es] not have sufficient information at this time to make a
significant difference in the Pilgrim environmental review . . . [NEPA] does not,
however, require that we wait until inchoate information matures into something
that later might affect our review.” CLI-12-06 at JA-1-32, ADD-32. The
Commission’s rationale is not credible given the specific recommendations of the
NRC’s own Task Force to increase safety based upon the direct experience of
Fukushima, and the Commission’s reliance upon those same recommendations to
order immediate changes to NRC practices and policies to address severe accidents
at Pilgrim and other U.S. nuclear plants.”®

Therefore, the Commission’s excuse for refusing to supplement the Pilgrim

EIS and comply with NEPA does not “make sense” and is arbitrary and capricious.

%8 See e.g. Task Force Report at JA-111-2440, ADD-112 (excerpt) (“The Task Force
concluded that the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident similarly provides new insights
regarding low-likelihood, high-consequence events that warrant enhancements to
defense-in-depth on the basis of redefining the level of protection that is regarded
as adequate.”); and JA-111-2441, ADD-113 (“Enhancing Mitigation™); cf.
Commonwealth expert report (August 11, 2011) at ADD-124 (“[T]he Task Force
report provides new and significant information that supports both sets of findings
in the Thompson 2011 report...The Thompson 2011 report’s findings on six,
Pilgrim specific issues show that the existing SAMA [severe accident mitigation
alternatives] analysis for the Pilgrim plant should be entirely redone...the Pilgrim-
specific supplement to the GEIS [Generic Environmental Impact Statement] for the
license renewal of nuclear power plants should be redone.”); cf. Severe Accident
Order (March 12, 2012) at JA-111-3073-3074, ADD-129-130 (“NRC’s assessment
of new insights from the events at Fukushima Dai-ici leads the staff to conclude
that additional requirements must be imposed upon Licensees or CP holders to
increase the capability of nuclear power plants to mitigate beyond design basis
events. These additional requirements are needed to provide adequate protection
to public health and safety, as set forth in Section Il of this Order.”).
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Dubois 102 F. 3d at 1285, (citing Citizens Awareness Network, 59 F. 3d at 290);
see also Henry v. I.N.S., 74 F. 3d at 4 (agency may abuse discretion where it
“neglect[s] to consider a significant factor” or makes a “clear judgmental error” in
weighing the relevant factors). The Commission also seeks to justify its failure to
comply with NEPA by stating that the Commonwealth did not meet its “heavy
burden” to satisfy any of the NRC’s late-filed standards for admissibility of the
Commonwealth’s NEPA contention. See CLI-12-06 at JA-1-19. ADD-109.
However, the Commission fails to recognize that the burden is on the NRC - not
the Commonwealth — to comply with NEPA. Dept. of Transportation v. Pub.
Citizen, 541 U.S. 752, 765 (2004) (“the agency bears the primary responsibility to
ensure that it complies with NEPA”); United States v. Coalition for Buzzards Bay,
644 F. 3d 26, 34(1st Cir. 2011) (burden of ensuring NEPA compliance rests with
the agency that is proposing the action and not with those who wish to challenge
that action). See also Dubois v. U.S. Dept. of Agric., 102 F.3d at 1291 (“[T]he
purpose of public participation regulations is simply to ‘provide notice’ to the
agency. . . . NEPA requires the agency to try on its own to develop alternatives that
will “mitigate the adverse environmental consequences’ of a proposed project.”

(Quoting Robertson, 490 U.S. at 351)).%

% Moreover, the Commission’s finding that the Commonwealth did not meet the
NRC standards for contention admissibility is irrational, given the NRC’s own
actions in relying upon the same Task Force Report to change NRC practices to
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Similarly, the NRC does not have the discretion to rely upon heightened
admissibility standards under its regulations as a means to avoid complying with
NEPA. Calvert Cliffs Coordinating Comm. v. AEC, 449 F. 2d 1109, 1115 (D.C.
Cir. 1971) (NEPA’s duties “must be complied with to the fullest extent, unless
there is a clear conflict of statutory authority.”)(emphasis in original); Silva v.
Romney, 473 F.2d at 292 (agency has a nondiscretionary obligation to comply with
NEPA).*

2. The NRC’s failure to provide a reasoned explanation for its
refus:a! to supplement the Pilgrim EIS is arbitrary and
capricious.

The Commission provides virtually no explanation for finding — outside of
the public relicensing process for Pilgrim — that the Task Force report is sufficient

to support fundamental changes to the NRC’s approach to increase safety and

mitigate severe accidents, while within the public relicensing proceeding that same

mitigate the risk of severe accidents. At a minimum, the Commonwealth’s expert
supported supplemental contention raised a “genuine dispute that could materially
affect the ultimate conclusions of the SAMA cost-benefit analysis,” and the
Commonwealth is entitled to a hearing - site specific or generic rulemaking - to
resolve that dispute prior to relicensing. Entergy Nuclear Generation Co. (Pilgrim
Nuclear Power Station), CLI-09-11, 7 NRC at 7 (June 4, 2009)(ML091550806).
% To the extent the Commission also suggests that it can be excused from
complying with NEPA because the lessons learned from Fukushima are generic
and not Pilgrim specific, cf. CLI-12-06 at JA-1-32, ADD-32 (the NRC “do[es] not
have sufficient information at this time to make a significant difference in the
Pilgrim environmental review”), that interpretation of NEPA is erroneous as a
matter of law. NEPA requires the NRC to consider the environmental impacts of
its actions before taking that action, whether or not the information is site specific
or generic to multiple plants. Baltimore Gas & Elec. Co., 462 U.S. at 96.
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information remains “inchoate” and cannot support a NEPA analysis. See CLI-12-
06 at JA-1-32, ADD-32. Indeed, in denying the Commonwealth’s petition, the
Commission provides virtually no discussion of the Task Force’s recommendations
at all, instead focusing almost exclusively on criticizing the Commonwealth’s
expert. The NRC thereby acted arbitrarily and capriciously by failing to provide “a
reasoned evaluation of the relevant factors.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at 378 (quoting
Citizens to Preserve Overton Park, Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402, 416 (1971)); see
also Burlington Truck Lines, Inc. v. United States, 371 U.S. 156, 168
(1962)(agency must “articulate [a] rational connection between the facts found and
the choice made.”).*

Because the NRC has authority over nuclear power plant operations with
potentially catastrophic impacts, it is particularly important that the Commission
explain the basis for its decisions. Am. Lung Ass'nv. E.P.A., 134 F.3d 388, 392
(D.C. Cir. 1998) (“Congress has delegated to an administrative agency the critical

task of assessing the public health and the power to make decisions of national

31 Since Dr. Thompson’s conclusions substantially overlap and support those of the
NRC’s own Task Force, 2011 Thompson Supplemental Declaration at JA-111-
2553-2556, ADD-121-123, the Commission’s criticisms of the Commonwealth’s
expert are inconsistent with the NRC’s support for the Task Force’s findings and
are not well reasoned. Cf. Citizens Awareness Network, 59 F. 3d at 292. (Court
criticizing the “Commission’s failure to provide any explanation for its seemingly
irrational change in policy.”)
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import . . ., that agency has the heaviest of obligations to explain and expose every
step of its reasoning.”). This the Commission failed to do.
II. THENRCVIOLATED THE ATOMIC ENERGY ACT BY FAILING

TO GRANT THE COMMONWEALTH A HEARING ON THE NEW

AND SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION FROM FUKUSHIMA AND ITS

RELEVANCE TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF

RELICENSING THE PILGRIM PLANT.

Section 189a of the AEA requires the NRC to provide a hearing to anyone
“whose interest may be affected by the proceeding” on any decision regarding the
issuance or amendment of a nuclear facility license. 42 U.S.C. § 2239(a)(1)(A).
The scope of issues on which a petitioner may request a hearing includes all issues
that are material to the NRC’s licensing decision. Union of Concerned Scientists,
735 F.2d at 1439.

To obtain approval for the relicensing, the license renewal applicant must
evaluate environmental issues, in the first instance, in an Environmental Report
(ER). 10 C.F.R. 8§ 51.53. Entergy also must satisfy the requirement of 10 C.F.R. §
51.53(c)(3)(iv) that its ER must address “any new and significant information
regarding the environmental impacts of license renewal of which the applicant is
aware.” The NRC in turn uses the ER to prepare an EIS, although it has an
independent obligation to “evaluate and be responsible for the reliability” of the

information. 10 C.F.R. § 51.70. The EIS must be supplemented where “[t]here

are new and significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
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concerns and bearing on the proposed action.” 10 C.F.R. §51.92 (a)(2). As part
of the EIS process, the NRC must evaluate the environmental impacts of
relicensing the Pilgrim plant and conduct a SAMA analysis which evaluates the
cost-effectiveness of measures to mitigate or avoid the environmental impacts of
the Pilgrim relicensing. 10 C.F.R. § 51.71(d).

Because these regulatory requirements are material to relicensing, under the
AEA the Commonwealth is entitled to a hearing on whether the EIS satisfied these
requirements, in view of the new and significant information that emanated — and
continues to emanate — from Fukushima. Union of Concerned Scientists, 735 F.2d
at 1446 (holding that while the NRC has “great discretion” to determine what
matters are relevant to its licensing decisions, it lacks discretion to eliminate issues
from hearings once they are found to be relevant); see also Citizens Awareness
Network, 59 F. 3d at 295 (NRC improperly denied AEA hearing right). And while
the NRC has the discretion to address this new and significant information in either
a site specific or generic (rulemaking) process, it must do so consistent with the
Commonwealth’s AEA hearing right before making a final decision on relicensing.
Baltimore Gas, 462 U.S. at 101 (“[T]he Commission has the discretion to evaluate
generically the environmental effects [of the proposed action] and require that

these values be ‘plugged into” individual licensing decisions.”).
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Thus, in violation of the AEA, the Commission failed to satisfy its
nondiscretionary duty to grant the Commonwealth a hearing on the material
licensing issues raised in the Commonwealth’s NEPA contention. Id.

CONCLUSION AND REQUEST FOR RELIEF

For the foregoing reasons, the Commonwealth respectfully requests this
Court reverse and remand CLI1-12-06, and vacate the Commission’s Licensing
Orders to grant a twenty year license extension for the Pilgrim nuclear power plant,
with directions that the Commission grant the Commonwealth a hearing and
consider and rule upon the Commonwealth’s new and significant information in
accordance with NEPA and the AEA, and apply those considerations and rulings to
the individual Pilgrim relicensing proceeding, before making a final relicensing

decision, subject to any further rulings by the Court.

Respectfully submitted,

MARTHA COAKLEY
Attorney General of Massachusetts

/s/ Matthew Brock

Matthew Brock (N0.13742)

Assistant Attorney General

Office of the Attorney General

Environmental Protection Division
August 29, 2012 One Ashburton Place

Boston, MA 02108

617/727-2200 X 2425

-44-



Case Cls6772-170Dcubentrfeat 6152155ge Payje: Tate Bilee: Aildas028/20 Bntry EDi56E8BED3523

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 32(A)

Certificate of Compliance with Type-Volume Limitation,
Typeface Requirements, and Type Style Requirements

1. This brief complies with the type-volume limitation of Fed. R. App. P.
32(a)(7)(B) because this brief contains 8430 words, excluding the parts of the brief
exempted by Fed. R. App. P. 32(a)(7)(B)(iii).

2. This brief complies with the typeface requirements of Fed. R. App. P.
32(a)(5) and the type style requirements of Fed. R. App. P. 32(a)(6) because this
brief has been prepared in a proportionally spaced typeface using Microsoft Word
in Times New Roman style, 14 point font.

/s/ Matthew Brock

Matthew Brock (No. 13742)

Counsel for the Commonwealth of
Dated: August 29, 2012 Massachusetts et al.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that on August 29, 2012 | electronically filed the foregoing
document with the United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit by using the
CM/ECF system. | certify that the following parties or at least one of their counsel
of record are registered as ECF Filers and that they will be served by the CM/ECF
system:

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission  U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Office of the General Counsel
Panel Mail Stop: 0-15 D21
Mail Stop - T-3 F23 Washington, DC 20555-0001

Washington, DC 20555-0001



Administrative Judge,

Ann Marshall Young, Chair
E-mail: Ann.Young@nrc.gov
Administrative Judge,

Richard F. Cole

E-mail: Richard.Cole@nrc.gov
Administrative Judge,

Paul B. Abramson

E-mail: Paul.Abramson@nrc.gov

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Mail Stop: 011-F1

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Lisa Regner

Senior Project Manager

Division of License Renewal

E-mail: Lisa.Regner@nrc.gov

John F. Cordes, Jr., Esq.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 02852

E-mail: john.cordes@nrc.gov

J. David Gunter, I, Esq.

U.S. Department of Justice, ENRD
P.O. Box 7415

Washington, DC 20044

E-mail: david.gunter2@usdoj.qgov

Case Cls4772-170Dcubentrfeat 6152155ge Piije: Tate Eilee: Aildas2028/20 Bntry EDi56E8BED3523

Susan L. Uttal, Esq.

E-mail: Susan.Uttal@nrc.gov

Beth N. Mizuno, Esq.

E-mail: beth.mizuno@nrc.gov

Brian G. Harris, Esq.

E-mail: brian.harris@nrc.gov
Edward Williamson, Esq.

E-mail: Edward.williamson@nrc.gov
Maxwell Smith, Esq.

E-mail- Maxwell.smith@nrc.gov

Pillsbury, Winthrop, Shaw, Pitman,
LLP

2300 N. Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037-1128

David R. Lewis, Esq.

E-mail: david.lewis@pillsburylaw.com
Paul A. Gaukler, Esq.

E-mail: paul.gaukler@pillsburylaw.com
Jason B. Parker, Esq.

E-mail: jason.parker@pillsburylaw.com

James E. Adler, Esq.

Office of the General Counsel

Legal Counsel, Legislation &

Special Project Division

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 02852

E-mail: james.adler@nrc.gov




Case(J&s4772-17Ddcumentrfbmhi6iH21B8age Fafe: IBate Bikad: AilgA812023/20 Entry HdtyoEBHED3523

| certify that the following parties or any of their counsel of record are not
registered as ECF Filers and that they will be served by First Class Mail:

Entergy Nuclear

1340 Echelon Parkway

Mail Stop M-ECH-62
Jackson, MS 39213

Terence A. Burke, Esq.
E-mail: tburke@entergy.com

Pilgrim Watch

148 Washington Street

Duxbury, MA 02332

Mary E. Lampert, Director

E-mail: mary.lampert@comcast.net

Duane Morris, LLP

Town of Plymouth MA

505 9th Street, NW, Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20004-2166
Sheila Slocum Hollis, Esq.

E-mail: sshollis@duanemorris.com

Duxbury Emergency Management
Agency

668 Tremont Street

Duxbury, MA 02332

Kevin M. Nord, Fire Chief & Director
E-mail: nord@town.duxbury.ma.us

Town of Plymouth MA

Town Manager’s Office

11 Lincoln Street

Plymouth, MA 02360

Melissa Arrighi, Acting Town Manager
E-mail: marrighi@townhall.plymouth.m:i

/s] Matthew Brock
Matthew Brock




Case:(Jas4772-17@dcumentirfbmi 62 1Bage Page: TTate Eibed: Rildd812023/20 Entry HdtfyG@BHED3523

ADDENDUM - TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

AGENCY ORDERS ON REVIEW

Entergy Nuclear Generation Company and Entergy Nuclear Generation Company
and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station), CLI-12-06,

75 NRC (2002) 1

Renewal of Full-Power Operating License for Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station

(MAY 25, 2002 36

Issuance of Renewed Facility Operating License No. DPR-35 for the Pilgrim

Nuclear Power Station (May 29, 2012) 44

Memorandum and Order LBP-11-35 (November 28,2011) 136
STATUTES

Administrative Procedure Act

S ULS. C. 8702 60
Atomic Energy Act

A2 U.S.C. 8 2232(8) 60

42 U.S.C. 8 2233(0)-(C) o 60

A2 U.S.C. 8 2230 ] 60
28 U.S.C. 8 2002(8) 61
Hobbs Act

28 U.S.C. 8 2342 62

28 U.S.C. § 2344 62

National Environmental Policy Act
42 U.S.C. §4332 62

-V -



Case(J&s4772-17Ddcumentrfémhi6ib21B8age:Falye: 33ate Bikad: AilgA812023/20 Entry HdtyoEBHED3523

Table of Contents - Addendum Continued

Page
FEDERAL REGISTER AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS
NRC Regulations
10 C.F R. 8 50.53(C) 64
10C.F.R.852.70 66
10 C.F R, 8 5L 7a(d) 66
10CFR. 85273 67
10C.F.R. 85274 67
10CFR. 85292 67
10CFR. 85292 68
10 C.F.R. Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, TableB-1 75
10C.F.R.Partbyg .~~~ 78
Environmental Review for Renewal of Nuclear Power Plant Operating
Licenses, 61 Fed. Reg. 28,467-28,480 (June 5,1996) 85
Denial of Petitions for Rulemaking, 73 Fed. Reg. 46,204
(AUGUSE 8, 2008) 99
National Environmental Policy Act Regulations

40 C.F.R. 8 1500.0(C) 109
40 C.F.R. 81502.22(0)(4) 109
40C.F.R. 8150814 109
40 C.F.R. 81508.27(b)(2) 109

EXCERPTS FROM THE RECORD®

Recommendations for Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 21st Century: The Near-
Term Task Force Review of Insights from the Fukushima Dai-ichi Accident.

(July 12, 2010) (EXCERPTS) 111
Declaration of Gordon R. Thompson Addressing New and Significant Information
Provided by NRC’s Near-Term Task Force Report on the Fukushima Accident
(August 11, 2011) 118

%2 Twenty-five pages of relevant excerpts from the record are included pursuant to
Local Rule 28.0(a)(2).



Case:(Jas4772-17@dcumentiribmi 62 1Bage.Pee: 99ate Eibed: Rildd812023/20Entry HdtyG@BHED3523

Table of Contents - Addendum Continued
Page

Issuance of Order to Modify Licenses with Regard to Requirements for Mitigation
Strategies for Beyond-Design-Basis External Events
(March 12, 2012) (EXCERPT) 125

Issuance of Order to Modify Licenses with Regard to Reliable Spent Fuel Pool
Instrumentation (March 12, 2012) (EXCERPT) 134
Issuance of Order to Modify Licenses with Regard to Reliable Hardened
Containment Vents (March 12, 2012) (EXCERPT) 135

-Vi -



Case (54772-170@cuiDectr0ent6/8521B5ge Fedye; ate Bie: AildA812028/20 Bhtry EDH5EERHEED3523

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

COMMISSIONERS:

Gregory B. Jaczko, Chairman
Kristine L. Svinicki

George Apostolakis

William D. Magwood, IV
William C. Ostendortf

In the Matter of

ENTERGY NUCLEAR GENERATION COMPANY AND Docket No. 50-293-LR

ENTERGY NUCLEAR OPERATIONS, INC.

(Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station)

Nt Nt N N Nt S N

' CLI-12-06

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts and Pilgrim Watch seek review of LBP-1 1-35, in
which the Licensing Board denied Massachusetts’ motion to admit a new contention relating to
the recent nuclear events in Japan, as well as other, related requests.! For the reasons set

forth below, we deny the petitions for review. We also rule on a related suspension request.

' Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Notice of Appeal of LBP-11-35 (Dec. 8, 2011);
Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Brief in Support of Appeal from LBP-11-35 (Dec. 8, 201 1)
(Massachusetts Petition for Review); Pilgrim Watch’s Pelition for Review of Memorandum and
Order (Denying Commonwealth of Massachuselts’ Request for Stay, Motion for Waiver, and
Request for Hearing on a New Contention Relating to the Fukushima Acc:dent) Nov. 28, 2011
(Dec. 8, 2011) (Pilgrim Waich Petition for Review). ~ .

2 See Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Conditional Motion to Suspend Pilgrim Nuclear Power

Plant License Renewal Proceeding Pending Resolution of Petition for Rulemaking to Rescind
Spent Fuel Pool Exclusion Regulations (June 2, 2011) {Conditional Motion to Suspend).

ADD-1
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9.

L BACKGROUND

This adjudicatory proceeding commenced in 2008 with the publication in the Federal
Register of a notice of opportunity for hearing 3 Massachusetts and Pifgrim Watch each
submitted heari}ng requests challenging Entergy Nuciear Generation Company and Entergy
Nuclear Operations, Inc.’s (togefher, Entergy) license renewal application for the Pilgrim Nuclear
Power Station.* In addition to its hearing request, Massachusetts filed a petition for rulemaking
to rescind the 10 C.F.R. Part 51 regulations that set forth the NRC'’s generic findings for certain
environmental impacté during the !ic‘ense“renewal term, namely, the regulations pertaining to the
environmental impacts of spent fuel storage.® Massachusetts claimed that "new and significant

information” invalidated the findings with respect to spent fuel pool environmental impacts.® The

® Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station; Notice of Acceptance for
Docketing of the Application and Notice of Opportunity for Hearing Regarding Renewal of
Facility Operating License No. DPR-35 for an Additional 20-Year Pericd, 71 Fed. Reg. 15,222
(Mar. 27, 2006).

4 See generally Request for Hearing and Petition to Intervene by Pilgrim Watch (May 25, 2006);
Massachusetts Attorney General's Request for a Hearing and Petition for Leave o Intervene
with Respect to Entergy Nuclear Operations Inc.’s Application for Renewal of the Pilgrim
Nuclear Power Plant Operating License and Petition for Backfit Order Requiring New Design
Features to Protect Against Spent Fuel Pool Accidents (May 30, 20086).

. ® See Massachusetts Attorney General; Receipt of Petition for Rulemaking, 71 Fed. Reg. 64,169
(Nov. 1, 2008), .

® ld. at 64,170.
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Case(Jas54772-17Ddcumenturféhi6iH21Bage:Feye: @2ate Bikd: Ailgd812023/20 Entry HtyOEBHED3523

-3-

Board granted Pilgrim Watch’s hearing request and admitted two of its proposed contentions—
Contentioné 1 and 3.” The E:;oard denied Massachusetts’ hearing request.’

Massachusetts appealed the Board’s ruling; e affirmed.® In doing so, we found that the -
Board properly rejected _Massachusetts' contention;which raised conce}ns similar to those in
its rulemaking petition—as an impe.rmissibie challengé to our regulations.' We explained that
Massachusetts’ ’generically-appticable concerns were not appropriate for resolution in an
adjudicatory proceeding, and acknowledged Massachusetts’ rulemaking petition as the
appropriate mechanism for raising those concerns.!' We also denied, as premature,
Maséachusetts‘ request to suspend the édjudicatory proceeding pending the disposition of its
rulemaking petition because at that time Massachusetts was not a party or an "interested

governmental entity,” and thus had no right under our rules to request such a stay."

" | BP-06-23, 64 NRC 257, 348-49 (2006). Contentions 1 and 3 chalienged Entergy’s aging
management program for buried piping, and certain aspecis of the severe accident mitigation
alternatives (SAMA) analysis in Entergy’s Environmental Report, respectively. See id. at 349.

® Id. at 349,

® Entergy Nuclear Yermont Yankee, {1.C, and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Vermont
Yankee Nuclear Power Station), CLI-07-3, 65 NRC 13, 23 (2007). See also Entergy Nuclear
Vermont Yankee, LLC, and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.. (Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power
Station), CLI-07-13, 65 NRC 211, 215 (2007) (denying motion for reconsideration of CLI-07-3).
CLI-07-3 and CLI-07-13 addressed essent;aliy identical appeals in both the Vermont Yankee
and Pilgrim proceedings.

° \VVermont Yankee‘, CLI-07-3, 85 NRC at 20-21.
" id. at 20.

2 1d. at 22 n.37; Vermont Yankee, CL1-07-13, 85 NRC at 214-15. See generally 10 C.F.R.

§ 2.802(d) (permitting a rulemaking petitioner to request that we “suspend ali or any part of any
licensing proceeding to which the petitioner is a party pending dlsposmon of the petition for
rulemaking”).
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| Massachusétts challenged these rulings in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the First Circ.uit.
The court upheld our ruling on Massachusetts’ hearing request.”® With regérd to the suspension
request, the court ordered a brief stay of the close of this proceeding to allow Massachusetts an
opportunity to request status as an interested governmental entity.’* Shortly thereafter,
Massachusetts filed a notice of intent to partiéipate as an interested state.'

.We later denied Massachusetts’ rulemaking petition, which was consolidated with a
similar petition filed by the State of California,. finding that the information raised in the petitions
was neither new nor significant.’® We “further deterr_nined that [the] findings related to the
[environmental impacts of] storage of spent nticlear fuel in pools . . . remain valid.”'” The U.S.

' Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit upheld our decision.™

Separate from the pendency anci resolution of Massachusetts’ appeals, litigation

proceeded on Pilgrim Watch'’s admitted contentions. The Board granted summary disposition of

“Contention 3 in favor of Entergy.”™ And after holding an evidentiary hearing on Contention 1, the

¥ Massachusetts v. United States, 522 F.3d 115, 129-30 (1st Cir. 2008).
 Id. at 130, '

'S Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Notice of Intent to Participate as an Interested State (May
B, 2008). See also CLI-08-9, 87 NRC 353, 355-56 (2008) (addressing the effect of the court-
~ ordered stay on the Pifgrim proceeding). See generally 10 C.F.R. § 2.315(c).

'® The Attorney General of Commonwealth of Massachusetts, The Attorney General of
California; Denial of Petitions for Rulemaking, 73 Fed. Reg. 46,204, 46,208 (Aug. 8, 2008)
(2008 Rulemaking Denial). Chairman Jaczko dissented. /d. at 46,212,

7 1d at 46,212.
8 See New York v. NRC, 589 F.3d 551, 555 (2d Cir. 2009).

19 | BP-07-13, 66 NRC 131, 154 (2007).
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Board formally closed the record on June 4, 2008.% The Board then resolved Contention 1 in
Entergy’s favor and termin;ated the proceeding.”

Pilgrim Watch petifioned fof review of the Béard’s rulings on Contentions 1 and 3, as
well as earlier Board rulings.” We granted Pilgrim Watch’s petition for review as to Contention
3, and reversed and remanded a portion of that contention to the Board for hearing.”® We
expre(ésly stated that the remand was “limited by [that] ruling.”** Later, we denied the balance of
Pi]grim'Watch’s petition for review, including Pilgrim Watch’s challenge to the Board’s merits

1.* The Board has since issued an initial decision on the remanded

ruling on Contention
portion of Contention 3, resolving‘ it in favor of Entergy.”® We recently denied Pilgrim Watch’s
petition for review of that decision.”

At issue today is the Board’s ruling on a new Massachusetts contiention challenging the

severe accident fnitigation alternatives (SAMA) analysis in the Pilgrim final supplemental

% Memorandum and Order (Ruling on Pilgrim Watch Motions Regarding Testimony and
Proposed Additional Evidence Relating to Pilgrim Watch Contention 1) (June 4, 2008), at 3-4
(unpublished). The Board closed the record on Contention 1 in accordance with our direction in
CLI-08-9. See CLI-08-9, 67 NRC at 356.

' | BP-08-22, 68 NRC 590, 610.(2008).

2 Pilgrim Watch’s Pefition for Review of LBP-06-848, LBP-07-13, LBP-06-23 and the
Interlocutory Decisions in the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station Proceeding (Nov. 12, 2008).

2 CL1-10-11, 71 NRC 287, 290 (2010).
24 Id. '
% CLI-10-14, 71 NRC 448, 477 (2010).

21 BP-11-18, 74 NRC ___ (July 19,'2011) (slip op. at 34).
# CLI-12-1, 75 NRC __ (Feb. 9, 2012) (slip op.).
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environmental impact statement (FSEIS) based on the recent nuclear events in Japan.” On
March 11, 2011, Japan suffered a .0 magnitude earthquake, followed by a devastating tsunami
that severely damaged the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Station. Massachusetts al.'gues
that these events present “new and significant information” that must be considered in the
Pilgrim FSEIS before a decision is made on Entergy’s license renewal application.®.
Massachusetts included with its new contention a petition for waiver of 10 C.F.R. § 51.71(d) and
10 C.F.R. Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, which preclude the consideration of the
“environmental impacts of spent fuel pool storage in individual license fenewal adjudications.”

As an alternative, in the event the Board were to deny Massachusetts’ waiver petition,

% See LBP-11-35, 74 NRC __ (Nov. 28, 2011) (slip op.).

2 See Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Motion to Admit Contention and, if Necessary, to Re-
open Record Regarding New and Significant Information Revealed by Fukushima Accident
(June 2, 2011) (Motion to Reopen); Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Contention Regarding
New and Significant Information Revealed by the Fukushima Radiological Accident (June 2,
2011) (New Contention); Declaration of Dr. Gordon R. Thompson in Support of Commonwealth
of Massachusetts’ Contention and Related Petitions and Motions (June 1, 2011); New and
Significant Information from the Fukushima Daijichi Accident in the Context of Future Operation
of the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant (June 1, 2011) (Thompscn Report). Two months later,
Massachusetts filed a motion to supplement the basis for its contention, and attached a
supplemental declaration for Dr, Thompson. Commonwealth of Massachusetts Motion fo
Supplement Bases to Commonwealth Contention fo Address NRC Task Force Report on
Lessons Learned from the Radiological Accident at Fukushima (Aug. 11, 2011) (Motion to
Supplement.Contention); Declaration of Gordon R. Thompson Addressmg New and Significant
Information Provided by the NRC’s Near-Term Task Force Report on the Fukushima Accident
(Aug. 11, 2011) (Supplemental Thompson Declaration). The Board granted Massachusetts’
motion and considered Dr. Thompson’s supplemental declaration. LBP-11-35, 74 NRC at ___

(slip op. at 70).

% See Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Petition for Waiver of 10 C.F.R. Part 51 Subpart A,
Appendix B or, in the Alternative, Pelition for Rulemaking fo Rescind Regulations Excluding

Consideration of Spent Fuel Storage Impacts from License Renewal Environmental Review

(June 2, 2011) (Waiver/Rulemaking Petition).
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Massaéhusetts contefﬁporaneously requested that we consider its filing as a petition for

rulemaking to rescind those regulations, similar to its earfier petition for rulemaking.”

Massachusetts also included a “conditional motion” to sqspend the proceeding pending

resolution of its standby rulemaking petition, in the event of the rulemaking petition’s activation.* _
In LBP-11-35, the Board rejected Massachusetts’ new contention and denied its waiver

petition.** The Board fou-nd that Massachusetts’ new contention failed to satisfy the criteria for

reocpening a closed re’c:ofd, and failed to satisfy the timeliness and general contention

admissibility standards.* With regard to the waiver petition, the Board determined that a rule

waiver was not warranted because Massachusetts had not shown that the spent fuel pool

5 |d. at 30,
% Conditional Motion to Suspend at 1-2.

% | BP-11-35, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 70-71). Judge Young concurred only in the result.
id-at ___(slip op. at 72-77). She would have rejected the contention as premature, and would
not have addressed the reopening or contention admissibility standards, or the waiver petition.
See id. at __ (slip op. at 72-73) (citing Union Electric Co. d/b/a Ameren Missouri (Callaway
Piant, Unit 2), CLI-11-5, 74 NRC ___ (Sept. 9, 2011) (slip op. at 29-30)). - :

The Board also denied a request that Massachusetts filed in May 2011, seekfng to stay the
Board’s decision on the license renewal application pending our review of a separate
Massachusetts request to suspend the proceeding to consider lessons learned from the
Fukushima events, LBP-11-35, 74 NRC at ___ (slip op. at 70); Commonweaith of Massachusetts
Motion to Hold Licensing Decision in Abeyance Pending Commission Decision Whether fo
Suspend the Pilgrim Proceeding fo Review the Lessons of the Fukushima Accident (May 2,
2011) (citing Commonwealth of Massachusetts Response to Comimission Order Regarding -
Lessons Learned from the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Station Accident, Joinder in
Petition fo Suspend License Renewal Proceeding for the Pilgrim Nuclear Plant, and Request for
Additional Relief (May 2, 2011)). Massachusstts’ stay request became moot when we issued
our decision in CLI-11-5, which, among other things, denied its request to suspend this license

_ renewal proceeding.- See Calfaway, CLI-11-5, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 36).

* 1 BP-11-35, 74 NRC at __(slip op. at 70).
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issues underlying its waiver requesf uniquely applied to Pilgrim, rather than generically toa . -
class of nuclear power plants.™

_ Maésachusetts then filed the instant appeal. As noted above, Pilgrim Watch also seeks
review of the Board’s ruling. Entergy and the Staff oppose both requests for review.* The

3

Board’s ruling also places before us Massachusetis conditional” request to suspend the
proceeding. We consider each of these matters below.
I. DISCUSSION

Pilgrim Watch and Massachuseétts seek review under separate provisions of our rules.

Massachusetts filed its appeal under section 2.311, which governs ap-peals of board rulings on

* Id. at __(slip op. at 15-18).

% See Enfergy’s Answer Opposing the Commonwealth’s Appeal of .BP-11-35 (Dec. 19, 2011),
at 1-2; Entergy’s Answer Opposing Pilgrim Watch’s Petition for Review of LBP-11-35 (Dec. 19,
2011), at 3 (Entergy Answer to Pilgrim Watch); NRC Staff's Answer to the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts’ Brief in Support of Appeal from LBP-11-35 (Dec. 18, 2011), at 2; NRC Staff's
Answer inn Opposition to Pilgrim Watch’s Petition for Review of LBP-11-35 (Dec. 18, 2011), at 2
(Staff Answer to Pilgrim Watch). Pilgrim Watch replied. Pilgrim Watch Reply to Entergy’s and
NRC Staff's Answers fo Pilgrim Watch's Petition for Review of Memorandum and Order
(Denying Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Request for Stay, Motion for Waiver, and Request
for Hearing on a New Confention Relating to the Fukushima Accident) Nov. 28, 2011 (Dec. 23,
2011) (Pilgrim Watch Reply).

Massachusetts filed a motion to reply. Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Motion fo Reply to
NRC Staff and Entergy Oppositions to Commonwealth Appeal of LBP-11-35 (Deac. 23, 2011);
Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Brief in Reply to NRC Staff and Entergy Oppositions fo the
Commonwealth’s Appeal of LBP-11-35 (Dec. 23, 2011). Entergy and the Staff oppose
Massachusetts’ motion. Entergy’s Answer Opposing Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Motion
fo File a Reply to Entergy’s and NRC Staff's Answers (Jan. 3, 2012); NRC Staff's Answer in
Opposition to Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Motion to Reply to NRC Staif and Entergy
Oppositions to Commonwealth Appeal of LBP-11-35 (Jan. 3, 2012). Massachusetts has filed its
appeal pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.311, which does not permit the filing of a reply. See 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.311(b). As discussed below, however, Massachusetts’ appeal is properly considered a
petition for review subject to the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.341, which affords the petitioner
a right to reply. We therefore consider Massachusetts’ reply.
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hearing requests, petitions to intervene, ahd access to certain non-pubiic information.®” Section
2.341, on the other hand, governs review of the majority of presiding officer decisions.® Pilgrim
Watch filed its request under section 2.341(b). Because the decision that Maésachusetts
Ll",haflénges here is ﬁbt a board ruling on a hearing request, petition to intervene, or access to
non-public information, it_s appeal does not lie under section 2.311. Accordingly, we consider
both requests under the same provision—séction 2.341(b)—as petitions for review. |

We will grant a peﬁtion for review at our discretion, giving due weight to the existence of
a substantial question with respect to one 6r moré of the following considerations:

()] a finding of material fact is clearly erroneous or in conflict with a
finding. as to the same fact in a different proceeding;

(i} a necessary legal conclusion is without governing precedent or is
a departure from er contrary to established law;

(iii) a substantial and. important question of faw, policy, or discretion
has been raised,;

(iv) the conduct of the proceeding involved a prejudicial procedural
error; or

(V). any other consideration which we may deem to be in the public
interest.* '

For threshold issues like contention admissibility, we give substantial deference to a

¥ See 10 C.F.R. § 2.311(a).

® Seeid. § 2.341(a)(1). Cf. South Texas Project Nuclear Operating Co. (South Texas Project,
Units 3 and 4}, CLI-09-18, 70 NRC 859, 862 (2009) (“As a general matter, contentions filed after
the initial petition are not subject to appeal pursuant to section 2.311.").

*10 C.F.R. § 2.341(b)(4)(D)-(v).
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board's determinations.® We Vwill affirm decisions on the admissibility of contentions where we
find no error of law or abuse of discretion.”! As discussed below, neither Pilgrim Watch nor
Massachusetts has présented a substantial question warranting review.
A. Pilgrim Watch’s Petition for Review

Pilgrim Watch argues that although the Board's decision “is largely directed to réquests
and motions filed by . . . Massachusstts,” portions of it “directly affect Pilgrim Watch.”*2
According to Pilgrim Watch, the Board’s statement that the record closed in June 2008, the
statement that the record rémains closed, the Board’s application of the criteria for reopening a
closed record, ar_ld the Board's passing referen(_:e tq Pilgrim Watch’s new contentions being
“prévious[y resolved or . . . resolved by this Order,” directly affect its interests.”® Pilgrim Watch
asserts that the Board improperly uses its deciﬁion on Massachusetts’ contention to "bolster” the

Board's “previous mcorrect" decisions on various new Pilgrim Watch contentions.” Repeating

“ See Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. {(Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit 3), CLI-09-5,
B9 NRC 115, 119 (2009). -

1 See Southern Nuclear Operating Co. (Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, Units 3 and 4),
CLI-11-8, 74 NRC __ (Sept. 27, 2011) (slip op. at 5-6); AmerGen Energy Co., LLC (Oyster
Creek Nuclear Generating Station), CLI-09-7, 69 NRC 235, 260 (2009).

“ Pilgrim Watch Petition for Review at 1.
9y, at 1-2 (citing LBP-11-35, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 3, 64, 71)); Pilgrim Watch Reply at 2-3.

“ Pilgrim Watch Petition for Review at 3. Pilgrim Watch has sought review of those decisions.
See generally Pilgrim Watch’s Petition for Review of Memorandum and Order (Denying Pilgrim
Watch’s Requests for Hearing on Certain New Contentions) ASLBP No. 06-848-02-L R, August
11, 2011 (Aug. 26, 2011) (Pilgrim Watch August 26 Petition); Pilgrim Watch’s Petition for
Review of Memorandum and Order (Denying Pilgrim Waltch’s Requests for Hearing on New
Contentions Relating to Fukushima Accident) Sept. 8, 2011 (Sept. 23, 2011) (Pilgrim Watch
September 23 Petition). Ve denied the Pilgrim Watch September 23 Petition; the Pilgrim Watch
August 26 Petition is pending. See CLI-12-3, 75 NRC __ (Féb. 22, 2012) (slip op.).
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the same argi.lments that it has réised in its’ own petitions for review, Pilgrim Watch argues that
the Board incorrectly applied the reopening standards becauée the proceeding has not closed,
and because Massachusetts, like Pilgrim Wétch, filed a contention that raises new issues.*
Entergy argues that we shoul.d reject Pilgrim Watch’s petition because Pilgrim Watch
has' suffered no cognizable injury from the Board’s rejection of Massachusetts' contention, and

thus it has no standing to appeal.*®

The Staff asserts that we should deny the petition because
Pilgrim Watch does not address issues of fact or law that are central to the Board's decision, but
rather Pilgrim Watch “seeks only to bolster its arguments in . . . appeals now pénding before the
Commission.*” Therefore, according to the Staff, Pilgrim Watch's petition is “outside the scbpe
of the appéa}able issues ;:ontemplated by the regulations."®

We agree with Eﬁtergy’s and the Staff's arguments. Although Pilgrim Watch insists that
the Board’s decision directly affects its interests, thé poriions of the Board's decision that Pilgrim

Watch references are focused on the Board's resolution of Massachusetts' contention and do

not concretely affect the admissibility of Pilgrim Watch’s new contentions.** At bottom,.Pilgrim

“5 Pilgrim Watch Petition for Review at 4-8; Pilgrim Watch August 26 Petition at 3-8; Pilgrim
Watch September 23 Petition at 7-9.

6 Entergy Answer to Pilgrim Watch at 1-2.
" Staff Answer to Pilgrim Watch at 4,
®1d. at 3.

- 49 See Houston Lighting and Power Co. {(Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1),
ALAB-631, 13 NRC 87, 89 (1981) (explaining that a litigant is not entitled to challenge a board
ruling ° unless and until that ruling has worked a concrete injury to his personal interests”). The
Board's statement that it resolved five of Pilgrim Watch's new contentions in earlier decisions or
in LBP-11-35 is imprecise. See LBP-11-35, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 64 n.232). LBP-11-35
(contmued J
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Watch reiterates its claim that the Board erred in applying the reopening standards to a
contention raising new issues—an argument that we rejected in a recent decision in ’;his
proceeding.®® As we stated then, “[clontrary to Pilgrim Watch’s assertions, the feppen?ng
standards . . . expressly contemplate contentions that raise issues not previously litigated.”™" To
the extent Pilgrim Watch seeks review of the Board's decision on Massachusetts’ behalf, its
petition fails for [ack of standing. Pilgrim Watch “may act to vindicate its own rights,” but “it has
no standing . . . to assert the rights of others.”®? Accordihgiy, we deny its petition for review.
B. . Massachusetts’ Petition for Review

Massachusetts argues that the Board “ignored” its obligation to consider the “new and

significant information” presented in its new contention and waiver petition, contrary to the

(. . .continued) _ .
contains no legal analysis or conclusions directed to any Pilgrim Waich contention; we view the
Board's statement here as a catch-all phrase with no independent legal significance.

% CL1-12-3, 75 NRC at __ (slip op. at 9-12). There, we reiterated our position that raising new
issuss related to the Fukushima events did not warrant new procedures or a separate timetable.
Id. at __ (slip op. at 11) (citing Calfaway, CLI-11-5, 74 NRC at ___ (slip op. at 35)). We noted the
ongoing review of the Fukushima events and our confidence that the existing procedural rules
can be applied effectively to address proposed new or amended contentions. /d. Our analyses,
as well as the ana!yses of NRC'’s expert staff, have uncovered no new information that causes

" us to change our view.

5 id. at__ (slip op. at 9). Therefore, even were we to consider Pilgrim Watch'’s filing as an
answer supporting Massachusetts’ petition for review, we reject its argument that the reopening
standards do not apply here. See id. at __ (slip op. at 9-12). Cf. Tennessee Valley Authority
(Clinch River Breeder Reactor Plant), ALAB- 345, 4 NRC 212, 213 (1976) (noting that even
though a party who is not injured by a board’s ruling has no right to appeal that ruling, it may file
a supporting brief at the appropriate time).

52 linch River, ALAB-345, 4 NRC at 213. See also Carolina Power and Light Co. (Shearon
Harris Nuclear Power Plant), ALAB-837, 23 NRC 525, 542—43 n.58 (1986).
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requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).®® Further, Massachusetts
asserts that the Board improperly applied a “heightened standard’—what Massachusetts
characterizes as essentially a merits review—in rejecting the new contention.* Massachusetts

n55 and

~ maintains thét it has "met its initial burden to present new and significant information,
argues that the requirements of NERA supersede our procedural rules when new and significant
information is presented.®® We disagree. We find that the Board correctly applied our

' procedural rules for reopening the record and for the admission of contentions, and
-appropriately determined that Massachusetts failed to show that its new contention and the
issues underlying its waivef petition should be considered in this adjudication.®” |
1. - Massachusetts’ Waiver Petition

Massachusetts’ petition for review offers little in the way of argument against the Board's .

denial of its waiver petition. At most, Massachuéetts references the Board's finding that

. % See Massachusetts Petition for Review at 14. Massachusetts also states that the Board
rejected its alternative request for rulemaking.” See /d. at 1, 13. But the Board did not rule on
Massachusetts’ rulemaking petition, nor-could it have, because that petition is now pending
before us. We address the rulemaking petition and the related request to suspend the
proceeding, below. (Massachusetts captioned its Waiver/Rulemaking Petition as before the
Board or the Commission.)

* See id. at 12, 23.
5 Id. at 16.
% See id. at 24-27.

* Contrary to Massachusetts’ assertion, NEPA does not supersede our procedural rules.
Federal courts leave to an agency’s discretion the manner in which the agency determines
whether information is new or significant to warrant supplementation of an environmental impact
statement, including the application of its procedural rules. See Marsh v. Or. Natural Res.
Councif, 490 U.S. 360, 373-77 (1989); Massachusells, 522 F.3d at 130; Union of Concerned
Scientists v. NRC, 920 F.2d 50, 55-56 (D.C. Cir. 1990).
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Massachusetts had not demonstrated “uniqueness” of the spent fuel pool storage issues raised
in the waiver request, and reiterates the spént-fuei-pool-related arguments in support of its
contention.”®® Thus, .it is unclear whether Massachusetts challenges the Board's ruling on the
waiver petition. Nevertheless, we briefly address the Board's ruling. _

As a general matter, our regulations are not subject to challenge in adjudicatory
proceedings.® Section 2.335(b), however, provides an exception to this general ruls. That
prdvision permits a party to an adjudication to petition for a waive'r of a rule o.r regulation upon a
showing that “special circumstances with respect to the subject matter of the particular
proceeding are such that the application of the rule or regulation (or a provision of it) would .not
serve the purposes for which [it] was ado;ﬁted.”s", In order to meet this standard, the party
seeking a waiver must attach an affidavit that, among other things, “state[s] with particularity the

* special circumstances [claimed] to justify the waiver or exception requested.”'

In the Millstone licensg renewal proceeding, we established a four-factor test based on
NRC case law interpreting section 2.335(b).** The waiver petitioner must meét all four factors,
demonstrating that: (i) the rule's strict applicétion would nét serve the purpose for which it was

adopted:; (i) there are “special circumstances” that were “not considered, either explicitly, or by .

5 Spe Massachusetts Petition for Review at 6-7, 11, 13, 29.
% 10 C.F.R. § 2.335(a).

% jd. § 2.335(h).

* Jd.

52 Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. (Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3),
CLI-05-24, 62 NRC 551, 559-60 (2005).
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necessary implication, in the rulemaking proceeding leading to the rule sought to be waived™;
(iii) those circumstances are unigue to the facility, rather than “common to a large class of
facilities”; and (iv) a waiver of the rule is necessary to reach a “significant safety problem.”®

The Board found that Massachﬁsetts “plainly” had not met the third factor—a showing
that the spent fuel pool issues raised in Massachusetts’ waiver petition are "unique” to Pilgrim
rather than “common to a large class of facilities.” The Board agreed with Entergy and the
Staff that the spent fuel pool accident risks asserted in the waiver petition and supporting
attachments are applicable to other plants.*® The Board: pointed out that onsite storage of spent
fuel is being addressed as part of our comprehensive review of lessons learned from the
Fukushima Dai-ichi events, indicating that Massachusetts’ spent fuel pool concerns are more
appropriately addressed “through more generic regufatory reform.”®

We find the Board’s reasoning sound, and we decline tb-disturb it here. Because the

concerns that Massachusetts raises apply generically to “alf spent fuel pools at all reactors,”

% Id. at 559-80. See also Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, .
Units 1 and 2), CLI-11-11, 74 NRC _ (Oct. 12, 2011) (slip op. at 30). - A

 LBP-11-35, 74 NRC at__(slip op. at 14-15).
% See id.

% 1d. at __(slip op. at 16). See generally “Recommendations for Enhancing Reactor. Safety in
the 21% Century, The Near-Term Task Force Review of Insights from the Fukushima Dai-ichi
Accident” (July 12, 2011), at 43-46 (fransmitted to the Commission via “Near-Term Report and
Recommendations for Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan,” Commission Paper
SECY-11-0093 (July 12, 2011) (ML11186A950 {package}) (Near-Term Report) (discussing -
recommendations regarding spent fuel pool safety).
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they are more appropriately addressed via rulemaking or other appropriate generic activity.*” “It
makes more sense for the NRC to study whether, as a technical matter, the agency should .
modify its requirements relating to spent fuel storage for all plants . . . than to litigate [the issue]

in particular adjudications.”™

As discussed below, we now consider Massachusetts’ waiver
petition as an active rulemaking petition and we refer it fo the Staff for further cons.ider.f.;lltion.Eg
2.  Massachusetts’ New Contention

In its new contention, Massachusetté argued that the Staff must revise the FSEIS to
account for new and significant information from the events at Fukushima Dai-ichi.” In support,
Massachusetts attached a déc[aration andt report from Dr. Gordon R. Thompson. Dr.
Thompson outlined six main areas in which, he argued,'the events at Fukushima Dai-ichi

providé new and significant information.” According to Massachusetts, if these issues are

considered in a revised Pilgrim SAMA analysis, “previously rejected or ignored” mitigation

8 Vermont Yankee, CLI-07-3, 85 NRC at 20-21. See also AmerGen Energy Co., LLC (Oyster
Creek Nudlear Generating Station), CL1-07-8, 65 NRC. 124, 133-34 (2007).

% Vermont Yankee, CLI-07-3, 65 NRC at 20. See alsc Massachusetts, 522 F.3d at 129-30.
¥ See Waiver/Rulemaking Petition at 30. |

" New Contention at 1. The contentions reads: “The Commonwealth contends that the
environmental impact analysis and the SAMA analysis in [the FSEIS] are inadequate to satisfy
NEPA because they fail to address new and significant information revealed by the Fukushima
accident that is likely to affect the outcome of those analyses. The new and significant
information shows that both core-melt accidents and spent fuel pool accidents are significantly
more likely than estimated or assumed in [the FSEIS]. As a result, the environmental impacts of
re-licensing the Pilgrim [Nuclear Power Station] have been underestimated. In addition, the
SAMA analysis is deficient because it ignores or rejects mitigative measures that may now
prove to be cost-effective in light of this new understanding of the risks of re-licensing Pilgrim.”
New Contention at 5-6. :

" Thompson Report at 3.
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alternatives "may prove to be cost-effective.”’ In a supplémental filing, Massachusetts asserted .
that the July 2011 Near-Term- Task Force Report presents new and significant information that
further supports its new contention.” Massachusetts claimed that the Task Force proposed a
number of safety improvements and regulatory changes that align with the issues identified in
the Thompson Report.”* Massachusetts also attached a supplemental declaration by Dr.
Thompson further describing the areas where the Task Force's findings support his views.”
Although Massachusetts argued that the reopening standards do not apply, it
nonetheless addressed them.™ Massachusetts was right to have done so. The Board closed
the evidentiary record in June 2008. Even after our later remand of a portion of Pilgrim Watch’s
Contention 3, the record remained closed on all issues except that single, remanded issue.
Because Massachusetts filed its new contention after the Board already had closed the
evidentiary record, it was obliged to address the reopening standards.” We therefore find that
. the Board apprdpriateiy applied the reopening standards here. Furthermore, as discussed

below, we find no Board error or abuse of discretion in the manner in which the Board applied

™ See New Contention at 9.

7 See Motion to Supplement Contention at 1-2.

™ Seg id. at 6-7:

*® See Supplemental Thompson Dec]arat.ion at 1-7.
"6 See Motfion to Reopen at 2.

" See CLI-12-3, 75 NRC at ___(slip op. at 9-12); Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, L.L.C. and
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station), CLI-10-17, 72 NRC
1, 10 n.37 (2010).
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these stan-dards to the issues identified in Massachusetts’ new contention, the supplement to its -
new contention, and the supporting declarations and Thomhson Report.

Motions to reopén a closed record are governed by 10 C.F.R. § 2.326. The movant
must show that: (1) the motion is timé]y; (2) the motion addresses a “significant safety or
environmental issue”; and (3) “a materially different result would be or would have been likely
had tﬁe newly proffered evidence been considered initially.”™ “Each of the criteria must be
separately addressed, with a specific explanation of why it has been met.”"

The level of support required to suétain a motion to reopen is greater than that required
for a contention under the general admissibility requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(1).*” The
motion to .reopen “must be accompanied by affidavits that set forth the factual and/or technical
bases for the movant’s claim that thé .. . [three criteria for reopening] have been satisfied.”
"Evidence contained in [the] affidavits must meet the admissibility standards [in 10 C.F.R.

§ 2.3371."" That is, it must be “releva-nt, material, and reliable.”® Further, the “[a]ffidavits must
be given by competent individuals with knowledge of the facts alleged, or by experts in the

disciplines appropriate to the issues raised.”™ A litigant sesking to reopen a closed record

& io C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(1)-(3).
™ Id. § 2.326(b).
% Con_rpére id., with id. § 2.309()(1)(v).
®" Id. § 2.326(h). ‘
2 1d.
B Id. § 2.337(a).
Md § 2.326(13). ,
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necessarily faces a “heavy” burden.®® After a record has close‘d, finality atiaches to the hearing
process, and after that point, only timely, significant issues will be considered.?® At bottom,
Massachusetts has not shown that its contention should be litigated in this proceeding because
it has failed fo demonstrate a sufficiently supported link between the Fukushima Dai-ichi events
and the Pilgrim environmental anelysis.

Massachusetts now argues that 'c.he Board “ignored the [Near-Term Report] and

"7 We address each of

[Massachusetts’] expert supported new and significant information.
these areas of purported new and significant information, which are discussed in detail in the -
supporting material provided by Dr. Thompson, in turn.®

In its new contention, Maesachusetts first argued that the SAMA analysis
underestimates core damage frequency by an order of magnitude.® Rather than use the

probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) techniques that are used in the Pilgrim SAMA analysis to

estimate core damage frequency, Dr. Thompson employed what he termed a “direct

% Oyster Creek, CLI-09-7, 69 NRC at 287.

% See Final Rule, Criteria for Reopening Records in Formal Licensing Proceedings, 51 Fed.
Reg. 19,535, 19,639 (May 30, 1986) (“The purpose of this rule is not to foreclose the raising of
important . . . issues, but to ensure that, once a record has been closed and a]I timely-raised
issues have been resolved, finality Wll[ attach to the hearing process.”).

¥ Massachusetts Petition for Review at 17.

% Massachusetts’ Motion to Supplement discusses the ways in which the Near-Term Report
supports Dr. Thompson's views. See Motion to Supplement Contention at 1-2. The
Supplemental Thompson Declaration discusses in further detail the purported supporting
information in the Near-Term Report. See Supplemental Thompson Declaration at

1-7.

% See New Contention at 6; Thompson Report at 17.
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experience” methodology.*® Even though Dr. Thompsbn observed that.the data set for his
methodology “is comparatively sparse and therefore does not provide a statistical basis for a
high-confidence estimate of [core damage frequency],” he nonetheless concluded that it
provides a “'reality check” for the Pilgrim SAMA analysis.”

The Board reaéoned that Massachusetts did not show how Dr. Thompson's “direct
experience” methodology called into guestion the scenario-spe_ciﬁc_core ciamage frequencies

" that were developed in the Pilgrim application for “the entire spectrum of core damaging events,

ranging from those that do minimal damage to those that involve massive core melting,” nor did
it show how Dr. Thqmpson’s methodology (with its limited data set) would be used to develop a
separafe spectrum of coré damage frequencies.” The Board also determined that
Massachusetts failed to explain the effect of Dr. Thompson’s core damage fréquency estimate
on potential containment failure and subsequent offsite release.®®

We find no error or abuse of discretion iﬁ the Board’s ruling on this point. Although the

Board made its observations while analyzing the timeliness of Massachusetts' motion to reopen

% See Thompson Report at 15-16. Where the PRA methodology takes into account a variety of
accident scenarios and the probability. of their occurrence, Dr. Thompson'’s "direct experience”
methodology focuses on five actual core damage accidents at commercial nuclear power plants,
divided by approximately 14,500 reactor years of operating experience at commercial nuclear
power plants worldwide (as of May 16, 2011), yielding a core damage frequency that is ten

. times higher than the baseline estimate in the Pilgrim SAMA analysis. See id. at 15-17.

° Id. at 16. See also Supplemental Thompson Declaration at 4 (arguing that the Task Force
showed a *clear preference for direct experience as the primary basis for its
recommendations™).’

% | BP-11-35, 74 NRC at _(slip op. at 51 & n.203).
% Il '
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under subsection 2.326(3)'(1),5’4 we find them more pertinent to subsection 2.326(a)(2).
Massachusetts has not demonstrated the existence of a “significant environmental issue."®
Although Massachusetts suggested a different methodology fbr performing the SAMA analysis,
it ultimately failed to show how the PRA methodology that is currently used is inadequate to
satisfy NEPA’s *hard look” requirement.”® As we have stated, our adjudicatory proceedings are
not “E|S editing sessions.” The burden is on the proponent of a contention to show that the
Staff's analysis or‘methodology is unreasonable or insufficient.”® Other than the éweeping
assertion that the “direct experienice” me_thodology provides a “reality checlk for the Pilgrim
SAMA analysis, Massachusetts’ contention and the Thompson Report do not chal[engé the

Pilgrim site-specific spectrum of events making up the PRA core damage frequency in the

FSEIS.* -

% Seeid. at___(slip op. at 49-55).
% See 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(2).

% See CLI-10-11, 71 NRC at 315-16 (“In short, NEPA allows agencies ‘to select their own
methodology as long as that methodology is reasonable.” (quoting Town of Winthrop v. FAA,
535 F.3d 1, 13 (1st Cir. 2008))).

" Duke Energy Corp. (McGuire Nuclear Statlon Units 1 and 2; Catawba Nuclear Station, Units
1 and 2), CLI-03-17, 58 NRC 418, 431 (2003).

% See id.

% We also guestion the timeliness of Massachusetts’ “direct experience” claim. See :

10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a){1). As the Board observed, in addition to the accident at Fukushima Dai-

ichi, Dr. Thompson's “direct experience” methodology is based on the Three Mile [sland and
Chernoby! accidents—both of which occurred decades ago. See LBP-11-35, 74 NRC at ___ (slip

op. at 27, 52-53). The Board observed that a direct experience calculation using information

from Three Mile Island and Chernobyl alone would have yielded a core damage frequency five

times higher than that provided in the Pilgrim SAMA analysis. /d. at __ (slip op. at 52 & n.206).

The information arising out of the Fukushima acc;dent when used in the direct experience
(continued. . .) i
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Second, Massachusetts asserted that operators at Fukushima Dai-ichi were unable to
perform mitigative actions to lessen or prevent an offsite radiation release due to the severity of
damage at the site."™ According to Massachusefts, the possibility of similar conditions limiting
operator ability to effectively mitigate an accident should be considered in the Pilgrim SAMA
analysis‘. for Relating to spent fuel storage, Dr. Thompson argqed that the inabi]‘ity of operators
to mitigate an accident “could affect the conditional probability ofa spent-fuel-pool fire” if
operators are unable to add water to the pools.™ Based on reports of attempts to add water to
the spent fuel pools at Fukushima Dai-ichi, Dr. Thom]:;son guestioned the efficacy of the
measures in place at Pilgrim to mitigate or prevent a spent fuel pool fire. 108

For Massachusetts’ claims relating to operator actions and mitigation procedures not
involving the spent fuel pool, the Board found them inadequate _for failure to address the "actual
consideration of those mat-ters in the [license renewal application], and failure to “indicate how
[they] would be affected by consideration of tHe proposed new information.”®* Based on this
reasoning, we find no error in the Boar.d’s analysis. The Board appropriately found that

Massachusetts had not demonstrated sufficiently that a materially different result would have

{. . .continued)

analysis, provided a different value for the core damage frequency, but it did not change
Massachusetts’ underlying challenge to the method for calculating core damage frequency
itself. The Board did not err in finding that Massachusetts’ direct experience claim was late,
since it could have been raised at the ouiset of this proceeding. See id. at __ (slip op. at 52-53).

1% New Contention at 8; Thompson Report at 18; Supplemental Thompson Declaration at 4-5.
" New Contention at 6-7; Thompson Report at 20.

" Thompson Report at 18-19.

"% Id. at 19-20; Supplemental Thompson Declaration at 4-5.

4 LBP-11-35, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 59).
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been likely had this information been considered initially.'™ As for Massachusetts’ remaining
spent-fuel-pool-related claims, the Board found them to be outside the scope of the proceeding

and did not consider them further.'%®

We agree. -
Massachﬁsetts' third argument is closely tied with the second.. Massachusetts assetted
- that “the NRC's excessive secrecy regarding accident mitigation measures and the phenomena
asgociated with speht-fuel—pool fires degrades the licensee's capability to mitigate an |
acéidéqt.’”w Dr. Thompson élaborated that because certain measures to mitigate severe
accidents were only recently disclosed to the public, there is a ‘risk of their inadequacy due to
their not having received the benefit of public input, as well as a risk that the entities involved in
implementing the measures may not understand fully the details of the tasks they are exbected
to perform.’®
The Board found Massachusetts’ “secrecy” claims to be outside the scope of the
proceeding.'® The Board did not err in holding that these claifns are out-of-scope.
Massachusetts’ concerns appear to be directed more generally at policy issues governing

access and categorization of non-public information,"® and it is not apparent how the claimed

“excessive secrecy” could affect, or even be factored into, the SAMA analysis.

% Seeid. at__ (slip op. at 59).

106 See id. at__ (slip op. at 48, 50).

197 New Contention at 7.

™ See Thoempson Report at 21-23. See also Supplemental Thompson Declaration at 5.
199 | BP.11-35, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 65).

"9 See Thompson Report at 21-23.
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Maésachusetts’ fourth argument pertains to the pfeventioﬁ of hydrogen explosions
during a reactor accident.™ Massachusetts claimed that “Iblased on the occurrence of
hydrogen explosions at Fukushimé [Dai-ichi] . . . it appears likely that hydrogen explosions
similar to those experienced at Fukushima could occur at . . . Pilgrim.”"™ In support, Dr.
Thompson asserted that “containmenf venting and other hydrogen control systems at the
Pilgrim plant should be upgraded, and should use passive mechanisms as much as possible.”'™
_ In his view, Ihydrogen control measures—both hardware and operating procedures—should bhe

incorporated into Pilgrim’s design basis.'™* |

In rejecting M-assachusetts’ hydrogen control claims, the Board found that
Massachusetts had failed to confront the existing SAMA analysis’ extensive consideration of the
potential for hydrogen explosions and measures to mitigate the buildup of hydrogen."® The
Board thus concluded that Massachusetts had not'shown the likelihood oi‘ a materially different

Y8 \We decline

result had Dr. Thompson's hydrogen control information been considered initially.
to disturb the Board’'s sot.ind reasoning on this issue. As Entergy asserted, Dr. Thompson

“nowhere references or addresses the Pilgrim SAMA analysis's extensive consideration of

" New Contention at 7; Thompson Report at 24.

Y2 New Contention at 7.

13 Thompsoﬁ Report at 25. See also Supplemental Thompson Declaration at 5.
114 Thompson Report at 26.

"8 1 BP-11-35, 74 NRC at __(slip op. at 59, 81-62). See also id. at 36-38 (citing Entergy’s
Answer Opposing Commonwealth Contention and Petition for Waiver Regarding New and
Significant Information Based on Fukushima (June 27, 2011), at 41-43 (Entergy Answer to New
Contention)).

18| BP-11-35, 74 NRC at __(slip op. at 59).
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hydrogen explosions, let alone provide[s] any explanation of how any of it is inadequate.”'"

Failure to challenge the e)&istiné SAMA anaiysis would be insufficient {o establish a material
dispute for the purposes of satisfying the general contgnti‘on admissibility standards, let alone
the reopening standards.'™®

Fifth, Massachusetts focuses on the probability of a spent fuel pool fire and a resulting
radioactive release.” Acknowledging that the state of knowledge about the Fukushima Dai-ichi
accident continues to evolve, and “much of the relevant i‘nformation is not available at this time,”
Dr. Thompson hypothesized that there is evidence of fuel damage in at least one of the
Fukushima Dai-ichi spent fuel pools.‘z-“ He argued that this supports his view of a “substantial
conditional probability of a pool fire during a reactor accident at . . . Pilgrim.""*' |n addition, he -
referenced reporfs that he prepared in support of Massachusetts’ 2006 rulemaking petition, and

asserted that “no evidence has_emerged‘ from Fukushima” to contradict the conclusions in those

reports.'® He further argued that the “Pilgrim pool shotild be re-equipped with low-density,

" Entergy Answer to New Contention at 41.

% See 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.309(N(1)(vi), 2.326(a)(3). The Board also found the hydrogen control
claims to be ouiside the scope of the proceeding. See LBP-11-35, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at
65). The Board’s reasoning on this point is thin, but to the extent the Board excludes hydrogen
control related to spent fuel pools, we agree that this would be cutside the scope of this
adjudication, in light of the Board’s denial of the waiver petition.

"% See New Contention at 7 (arguing that after Fukushima, “the NRC’s previous rejection
[(presumably in the 2008 Rulemaking Denial)] of [Massachusetts'] concerns regarding the
" environmental impacts of high-density pool storage of spent fuel has been refuted™.

' Thompson Report at 26.
20 I, at 27. See afso Supplemental Thompson Declaration at 5-6.

22 Thompson Report at 27.
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open-frame racks.”"?”® Because the Board denied Massachusetts’ waiver petition, it founc-i this

issue to be outside the scope of the proceeding.'™

We find no error in the Board’s ruling on this
point;

The final issue raised in Massachusetts’ new contention pertains io filtered venting of
reactor containment.’® Dr. Thompson speculated that: some of the radioactive material |
released at Fukushima might have fraveled through vents designed to relieve containment
pressure. To reduce the radiological impact of a severe accident, Dr. Thompson argued that
filters should be added to the vents to remove radioactive material.”® He asserted that the
Pilgrim SAMA analysis should be revised to consider filtered vents, and that a filtered vent
system that uses passive mechanisms should be installed at Pilgrim.™ |

The Board rejected the claims concerning filtered vents, finding that Massachusetts
failed to demonstrate the likelihood of a materially different result because Massachusetts had
not discussed the relative costs and benefits of adding filters.'® Additionally, the Board found
the issue to be outside the scope of the proceeding to the extent Massachusetts would require

128

installation of the filters."™ We find no error in the Board’s analysis here. We also note that

2 d. at 28.

14 See LBP-11-35, 74 NRC at __(slip op. at 46, 50).

2 New Contention at 7; Thompson Report at 28.

28 Thompson Report at 28-29.

27 See id. at 29; Supplementall Thompson Declaration at 6. |
' | BP-11-35, 74 NRC at __ (slip dp. at 58-59).

2% See id. at ___(slip op. at 85).
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Massachusetts’ filtered vent claims fail to satisfy the "matef_Ia[ly different result” prong for an
independent reason. As Entergy pointed out, filtered vents already were considered as a SAMA
candidate in the Pilgrim FSEIS, and Massachusetts’ contention and its.supporting material do
not acknowledge, let alone challenge, the existing analysis.™ .Therefore, the Board did not err
in holding that Massachusetts failed to show the likelihood of a materially different result, given
that the SAMA analysis already considered filtered vents.*

3. Massachusetts’ Rulemaking Petition and Suspension Request

As discussed above, Massachusetts included with its waiver petition.a “standby” petiﬁon

~ for rulemaking and conditional motion to suspend the proceeding pending the disposition of the

rulemaking request. With the Board’s denial of its waiver petition, the question arises whether
- the rulemaking petition is now active. In pleadings submitted to the Boa'rd, the Staff and

Massachusetts ‘requested that the Board refer the rulemaking petition to the Staff for

consideration upon the Board’s denial of the waiver petition.”® The Board did not refer the

"% See Entergy Answer to New Contention at 43-44.
3 See 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(3); CLI-12-3, 75 NRC at__ (slip op. at 23-24).

192 See NRC Staff's Response to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Pefition for Waiver of
10 C.F.R. Part 51 Subpart A, Appendix B or, in the Alternative, Petition for Rulemaking (June
27, 2011), at 2 {"Because Massachusetts filed the request with the Board, it is not yet before the
portion of the agency tasked with processing petitions for rulemaking . . . . Consequently, should
the Board dismiss the Waiver Petition, the Staff asks that the Board forward the request to the
NRC Staff for consideration as a formal petition for rulemaking under 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.802 [and]
2.803."); Commonwealth of Massachuseits Reply to the Responses of the NRC Staff and
Entergy to Commonwealth Waiver Petition and Motion to Admit Contention or in the Alternative

- for Rulemaking (July 5, 2011), at 3 & n.7.
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rulemaking petition expressly; therefore, we will today. We refer Massachusetts’ rulemaking
petition to the Staff for appropriate resolution in accordance with 10 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart H.'®
However, we decline to suspend the proceeding pending the disposition of the
rulemaking petition. We consider suspension of licensing proceedings a “drastic” action that is
. not warranted absent cbmpelling circumstances.™ In the Private Fuel Storage dry cask
proceeding, we articuiated three criteria for determining whether fo.suspend an adjudication.'®
We balance whether moving forward with the adjudication will: (1) “jeopardize the public health
and safety”; (2) “prove an obstacle to fair and efficient dééision[—]making”;’ and (3) “prevent
appropriate implementation of any pertinent rule or policy changes that might emerge from our
... ongoing [lesson‘s-leamed] evaluation.”** Massachusetts argues that “it is necessary to
suspend the . .. proceeding to allow stJfficient time for the Commission to consider [the
rulemaking petition] . . . to rescind the spent fuel pool . . . regulations 6n a generic basis, and
ensure that the concems raised [inits] . . . contention wﬂl be considered before the [Board]

makes a final decision” on Entergy's license renewal application.”” In other words,

2 See generally Waiver/Rulemaking Petition; Thompson Declaration; Thompson Report;
Commonwealth of Massachusetts Supplemental Attachment fo the Declaration of Dr. Gordon R.
Thompson (June 13, 2011); Motion to Supplement Contention; Supplemental Thompson
Declaration. '

¥ E.g., AmerGen Energy Co., LLC (Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station), CLI-08-23,
68 NRC 461, 484 (2008). :

1% private Fuel Storage, L.L.C. (Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation), CLI-01-28,
54 NRC 376, 380 (2001). See also Caflaway, CLI-11-5, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 19-20).

1% private Fuel Storage, CLI-01-26, 54 NRC at 380.

37 Conditional Motion to Suspend at 2 (emphasis omitted).
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Massachusetts asserts that we must sﬁspend the proceedfng to “protect its position,” which
eventually will enable it to litigate, in this adjudicatory proceéding, its chaltenges to th.e Pilgrim
FSEIS:'® |

With regard to the first factor, Massachusetts has not shown that continuing with the
Pilgrim adjudication presents an immediate threat to public heaith and safety. Massachusetts’
desire to protect its litigating position does not invoke a public health and safety threat.
Moreover, the issues it raisés in its contention and rulemaking petition concern a number of
generic issues that may be addressed as part of our ongoing regulatory processes.'_ When
addressing similar suspension petitions that were submitted in response to ’.che events at
Fukushima Dai-ichi, we cbserved, particularly with respect to license renewal, that our current

regulatory and oversight processes provide reasonable assurance that each ptant continues to

8 fd. at 2, 4, 7-8. Entergy and the Staff oppose Massachusetts’ suspension motion. Entergy
Answer Opposing Commonwealth of Massachusetts Conditional Motion to Suspend License
Renewal Proceeding (June 13, 2011) (Entergy Answer'to Conditional Motion to Suspend); NRC
Staff's Answer in Opposition to Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Conditional Motion to

+ Suspend Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant License Renewal Proceeding Pending Resolution of
Petition for Rulemaking to Rescind Spent Fuel Pool Exclusion Regulations (June 13, 2011).
Massachusetts seeks leave to reply to-Entergy and the NRC Staff, arguing that it could not have
anticipated the arguments in Entergy’s and the Staff's answers. Commonwealth of
Massachusetts Motion fo Reply to NRC Staff and Entergy Oppositions to the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts Motion to Suspend the License Renewal Proceeding for the Pilgrim Nuclear

- Power Plant (June 16, 2011), at 1. Entergy opposes Massachusetts’ motion to reply. Entergy
Answer Opposing Commonwealth of Massachusetts Molion to Permit Unauthorized Reply to
Entergy and NRC Staff Answers Opposing Conditional Motion for Suspension (June 24, 2011).
We deny the motion to reply, finding no compelling circumstances presented here. See
10 C.F.R. § 2.323(c). We find that Massachusetts should have anticipated the arguments in the
Staff's and Entergy’s answers, which, in our view, were logical responses to Massachusetts’
suspension motion. Cf. Entergy Nuclear Operatfons {ne. (Indian Point Nuclear Generatang
Units 2 and 3), CL[ 11-14, 74 NRC __ (Dec. 22, 2011) (slip op. at 7-9).
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comply with its “‘Cl_Jrrent licensing basis,” which can be adjusted by future Commissioﬁ order or
by modification to the facility’s operating license outside the renewal proceeding.”'*®
| Massachusetts’ arguments in support of its rulemaking petition are more relevlant to the

second and third factors, in that they focus on the potential unfairness of continuing the !'
adjudicatdgy proceeding while Massachusetts awaits the outcome of its rulemaking petition, and
the ability of the NRC to consider Massachusetts’ claims before a decision is made on Entergy’s
license renewal application. But any unfairness to Massachuéétts equally applies to Entergy in
this case, as Entergy argues that "suspension of this proceeding . . . would und-ermine fair and
efficient clecision{—]r-nakihg.’.’140 Moreover, we already have considered and rejected the notion

_that our Fukushima lessons-learned review needs to be completed prior to a decision on any
pending license renewal application. Ariy rule or policy changes we may make as a result of our

post-Fukushima review may be made irrespective of whether a license renewal application is

pending, or whether final action on an application has been taken."! Therefore, on balance, we

'3 Callaway, CLI-11-5, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 26) (citing Final Rule, Nuclear Power Plant
License Renewal, 56 Fed. Reg. 64,943, 64,949, 64,953-54 (Dec. 13, 1991)). See also Near-

. Term Report at vii (concluding that “continued operation and continued licensing activities do
not pose an imminent risk to public health and safety”). '

"0 Entergy Answer to Conditional Motion to Suspend at 3 (emphasis in original). See generally
5 U.8.C. § 558(c) (requiring that an agency set and complete proceedings on license ‘
applications “with due regard for the rights and privileges of all the interested parties or

adversely affected persons and within a reasonable time”). See also Vermont Yankee,

CLI-07-3, 85 NRC at 22 ("[Wlhatever the ultimate fate of [Massachusetts’] ‘new information’
claim, admitting [Massachusetts’] contention for an adjudicatory hearing is not necessary to
ensure that the claim receives a full and fair airing.”).

"1 See Callaway, CLI-11-5, 74 NRC at_ (slip op. at 26).

~ ADD-30



Case (s4772-17Ddcurentriohi 6462165 ge Fidye: Mate Bikee: AiKASLI28/20 Entry EDHGEERHED3523

-31-

do not find that suspension of this adjudicatory proceeding pending the dispos‘ition of
Massachusetts' rulemaking petition is warranted in the circumstances presented here.

Our denial of Massachusetts’ suspension petition should not be interpreted to mean that
we take its claims lightly. Our review of the events at Fukushima Dai-ichi is ongoing. We have
directed the Staff to strive to complete and implement lessons learned within five years—by
2016." The NRC continues to analyze the Fukushima events, to engage stakeholders, and to”

2 We have in place well-established regulatory processes

develop further recommendations.
by which to impose any new requirements or other enhancements that may be needed following

completion of regulatory actions associated with the Fukushima events.™* Al affected nuclear

"2 Staff Requirements—SECY-11-0124—Recommended Actions to Be Taken Without Delay
from the Near-Term Task Force Report (Oct. 18, 2011), at 1 (ML.112911571). See generally
“Recommended Actions to Be Taken Without Delay from the Near-Term Task Force Report,”
Commission Paper SECY-11-0124 (Sept. 9, 2011) (ML11245A127, ML11245A144) (paper and
attachment); Staff Requirements—SECY-11-0137—Prioritization of Recommended Actions to
Be Taken in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned (Dec. 15, 2011) {ML113490055)
{Prioritization of Recommended Actions, SRM); “Prioritization of Recommended Actions to Be
Taken in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned,” Commission Paper SECY-11-0137 (Oct.
3, 2011) (ML11272A111) (package) (Prioritization of Recommended Actions, SECY-11-0137).

2 These efforts include the engagement of internal and external stakeholders. See Staff
Requirements—COMWDM-11-0001/COMWCO-11-0001—Engagement of Stakeholders
Regarding the Events in Japan (Aug. 22, 2011) (ML112340693). For example, the Staff's
prioritization of Near-Term Task Force recommended actions included a discussion of additional
recommendations for “further consideration and potential prioritization” that stakeholders, as
well as the Staff, have identified. See Prioritization of Recommended Actions, SECY-11-0137,
at 4-5. See also Prioritization of Recommended Actions, SRM, at 2. (Although the Staff
included “[fliltration of containment vents®—an issue raised in Massachusetts’ contention—as an
item for further consideration and potential prioritization, the Staff noted that its "assessment of
these issues is incomplete at this time.” Prioritization of Recommended Actions, SECY-11-
0137, at 5. We acted on the Staff's recommendation and provided direction regarding “the
analysis and interaction with stakeholders needed to inform a decision” on the filtered vents
issue. Prioritization of Recommended Actions, SRM, at 2.) '

' See Calfaway, CLI-11-5, 74 NRC at __(slip op. at 24-25, 29).
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plants ultimately will be required to comply with NRC direction resulting from lessons learned
from the Fukushima accident, regardless of the timing of issuance of the affected licenses.'*
Although our Fukushima lessons-learned review continues, we do nof have sufficient
information at this time to make a significant difference in the Pilgrim environm'entalvreview.
NEPA requires that we conduct our environmental review with the best information available
now.™® It does not, however, require that we wait until inchoate information matures into

something that later might affect our review."’

%5 Most recently, the Staff transmitted to us recommendations to issue proposed orders in
response to lessons learned from the events in Japan. See generally “Proposed Orders and
Requests for Information in Response to Lessons Learned from Japan's March 11, 2011, Great
Tohoku Earthquake and Tsunami,” Commission Paper SE(}Y 12-0025 (Feb. 17, 2012)

(IVIL'] 2039A103) (package).

18 See Village of Bensenville v. FAA, 457 F.3d 52, 71-72 (D.C. Cir. 2008) (reasoning that the
review method chosen by the agency in “creating its models with the best information available
when it began its analysis and then checking the assumptions of those models as new
information became available, was a reasonable means of balancing . . . competing
considerations, particularly given the many months required to conduct full modeling with new
data”); Town of Winthrop, 535 F.3d at 9-13 (upholding agency decision not to supplement an
EIS with information in an area of research that was “still developing”). Accord Marsh, 490 U.S.
at 373 (“[Aln agency need not supplement an EIS every time new information comes to light
after the EIS is finalized. To require otherwise would render agency decision[-]Jmaking
intractable, always awaiting updated information only to find the new information outdated by
the time a decision is made.”).

"7 See Marsh, 480 U.S. at 373-74. Our rules enable us to supplement an FSEIS if, before a
proposed action is taken, new and significant information comes to light that bears on the
proposed action or its impacts, consistent with the Supreme Court’'s decision in Marsh v.
Oregon Natural Resources Council. See 10 C.F.R. § 51.92(a); Marsh, 490 U.S, at 373-74.
See also LBP-11-35, 74 NRC at ___ (slip op. at 85 n.234) (noting that “[i]f and when Fukushima-
derived information sheds new llght on the Pilgrim SAMA analys;s the NRC has adequate
mechanisms for addressing its regulatory impact’).
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il. CONCLUSION
For the reasoﬁs set forth above, we deny Massachusetts’ ahd Pilérim Watch’s petitions
for review. We refer Massachusetts’ rulemaking petition to the Staff for appropriate resolution.
We deny Massachusetis’ request to suspend the adjudicatory proceeding pending the
disposition of its rulemaking petition.
ITisso ORDERED."®

For the Commission

. [NRC Seal]
IRA/

Annetle L. Vietti-Cook
Secretary of the Commission

Dated at Rockville, Mary;land,
this 8" day of March, 2012.

" Commissioner Apostolakis did not participate in this matter.
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Chairman Gregory B. Jaczko, Concurring in Part, and Dissenting in Part

| concur with the majori-t‘y decision to the extent it denies Massachusetts’ waiver petition
and request for suspension of the proceeding in the event that its rulemaking petition is
~activated. [ dissent from the decision to the extent that it applies the standard reserved for
reopening a closed hearing record, inl 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a), to Massachusetts’ new Fukushin"la
contention. Fundai‘nenta[]y, | believe that the reopening standard is not.appropriate for
Fukushima-related contentions. Therefore, | believe the admissibility of this contention shouid
have been considered solely under the criteria applicable to ﬁontimely filings in
10 C.F.R. § 2.309(c). |
" The higher threshold for contention admissibility Emposed for reopening a record places
3 heavy burden on a litigant seeking the admission of new contentions. In my view, this more
stringent contention admissbility standard is not appropriate for contentions arising from the
unprecedented énd-catastrophic accident at Fukushima. We are in the process of conducting a
comprehensive review oflthe Fukushima events from which we have, and will continue to, leam
new information and gain new insights on the safety of our nuclear fleet. Given thg signiﬁcanc'e
of that accident and the potential implications for the safety of our nuclear reactors, we should
allow members of the public ;to obtain.hearings on new contentions on emerging information if
they satisfy our ordinary contention standards. Applying more'stringent admissibility,standarclis
to Fukushima contentions because a Board has taken the administrative action of closing the
record on an unrelated hearing will lead to inconsistent outcomes and, more importantly, unfairly -
limit p.ublic partigipation in these: important safr;\ty matters. When we considered whether our
modiﬁcationé to our adjudicatory pfocesses should be modified for Fukushima-related

contentions, we said we would monitor our proceedings and issue additional guidance as
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appropriate.’ | believe that we should do so now and direct that the reopening criteria should

not be applied.

' Callaway, CLI-11-5, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 36).
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

~ May 25, 2012

SECRETARY COMMISSION VOTING RECORD
DECISION ITEM: SECY-12-0062 - |
TITLE: " RENEWAL OF FULL-POWER OPERATING LICENSE FOR
PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION

The Commission acted on the subject paper as recorded in the Staff Requirements
Memorandum (SRM) of May 25, 2012. X

This Record contains a summary of voting on this matter together with the mdlwdual vote
sheets, views and comments of the Commission.

Kenneth R. Hart
Acting Secretary of the Commission

Attachments;
1. Voting Summary
2. Commissioner Vote Sheets

¢c; - Chairman Jaczko

Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood

. Commissioner Ostendorff
0OGC
EDO
PDR
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VOTING SUMMARY - SECY-12-0062

RECORDED VOTES

) APRVD DISAPRVD ABSTAIN PARTI%?J COMMENTS DATE
" CHRM. JACZKO X | X . 52112
COMR. SVINICKI X | X 4130112
COMR. APOSTOLAKIS . X C 4panz
COMR.MAGWOOD X - | 412512

COMR. OSTENDORFF X X 511112
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. NOTATION VOTE
RESPONSE SHEET
TO: Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary
FROM: Chairman Gregory B. Jaczko
SUBJECT: = SECY-12-0062 - RENEWAL OF FULL-POWER
OPERATING LICENSE FOR PILGRIM NUCLEAR
POWER STATION
Approved Disapproved __X__ Abstain

Not Participating

. COMMENTS:  Below___ Attached _X None ___

~

SIGNATURE

Sk

DATE. ~

Entered on “STARS” Yes X No
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Chairman Jaczko’s Comments on SECY-12-0062,
“Renewal of Full-Power Operating License for Pilgrim”

| disapprove the issuance of the renswed license for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station at this
time. While | appreciate the need to have an appropriate procedure for bringing this process to
completion, the current approach that my colleagues on the Commission support is
unprecedented in license renewal proceedings and provides little basis for action. Furthemmore,
since the licensee is in timely renewal, no harm will come to the Ilcensee as the issues are:

hrought to conclusion.

The process for resolving license renewals and established in a number of proceedings in which

" | personally participated has been to aliow the staff to move forward with a license renewal
when Board action was complete and the only matters pending were appeals of Board decision
before the Commission. That is simply not the case in this situation. In fact, the Commission
itself has referred several petitions to the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board. Therefore, these
ratters are currently pending before the Board. This is an entirely new situation, one | never
contemplated when | previously supported issuance of a renewed license while adjudicatory
issues remained unresolved. The license renewal provisions of 10 C.F.R. § 64.31(c) explicitly

" reference a process for reinstating the previous license if the renewed license “is subsequently

set aside upon further administrative or judicial appeal * [emphasis added]. While the
Commission previously allowed licensees to move forward while issues were under
consideration by Boards, those instances involved immediate effectiveness decisions while
proceedings for initiai issuance of operating licenses were pending.

The Commission, through its own action, has referred petitions raising questions about the
adequacy of the staff's review of the Pilgrim license renewal application to the Board. But since
it is the staff, rather than a partu:.lpant in the hearing, that seeks immediate issuance of the
license renewal the matter is treated as a simple SECY paper, impiying that the action is not

~ related to the ongoing administrative litigation. This hardly seems to be a fair process for-the
petitioners. Moreover, it appears to send a confusing message to the petitioners. On the one
hand, by referring the petitions to the Board, the Commission appears to believe the petitions
present at least some merit. On the other hand, by approving the staff's SECY paper the
Commission appears to be saying there are no remaining initial matters of significance to
resolve before the issuance df the license. If the Commission were so comfortable that the
issues raised in the motion to reopen were trivial, the Commission could have simply dismissed
them itself without referral to the Board.

The Commission has ample authority to take the rsins of this hearing and move the process to a
reasonable decision point, | would suggest this be done in the following way. First, the
Commission should issue an order instructing that all final petitions seeking admission of new
contentions be filed by a specrﬁed date. Next, staff should file a motion with the Commission
expressmg its interest in issuing the license. The Commission should then entertain briefs and
issue a decision articulating its reasons based on the adjudicatory record relevant to the issues
pending before the Board. The initial Commission order would make clear that subsequent
motions filed would not be guaranteed to be reviewed. This process would be clear, transparent
and fair to all parties in the proceeding and establish a process that would be applicable to .
future proceedings. . .

’”/ e

Gregory B. Jacz o Date
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NOTAT!ON VOTE
RESPONSE SHEET
TO: Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary
FROM: COMMISSIONER SVINICKI
SUBJECT:  SECY-12-0062~ RENEWAL OF FULL-POWER
OPERATING LICENSE FOR PILGRIM NUCLEAR
POWER STATION :
Approved _XX Disapproved Abstain

Not Participafing
COMMENTS:  Below _XX Attached____ None ___

| approve authorizing the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation to renew the
operating license for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station upon his making the appropriate findings
on safety and environmental matters. The Staff Requirements Memorandum for this action
-should state that “The Commission recognizes that in view of the petition for review pending
before it and the intervention pétition pending before the Atomic Safety & Licensing Board, if the
renewed license is subsequently set aside on appeal, the prewous operating license would be
remstated in accordance with 10 CFR 54. 31(0) ?

DATE

Entered 6n “STARS”. Yes \[ No
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NOTATION VOTE

RESPONSE SHEE_T
TO: Anﬁette Vietti-Cook, Secretary
FROM: ~ COMMISSIONER APOSTOLAKIS

SUBJECT; SECY-12-0062 —~ RENEWAL OF FULL-POWER
"~ OPERATING LICENSE FOR PILGRIM NUCLEAR
POWER STATION ' -
Approved _ Disapproved Abstain | ,
Not Participating __*

COMMENTS:  Below ___ Attached ___None .

SIGNATURE : |

YRIJA

DATE

Entered on “STARS” Yes x No
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- NOTATION VOTE. .

RESPONSE SHEET
TO: - Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary .
FROM: COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD
SUBJECT: SECY-12-0062 — RENEWAL OF FULL-POWER

OPERATING LICENSE FOR PILGRIM NUCLEAR
. POWER STA'I ION
Approvéd X Disapproved - Abstain _ .
Not Partic:patlng

COMMENTS:  Below . Attached __ None X_

(x?f

SIGNATURE™

15 el 2012
DATE

Entered on “STARS” Yes X _No___
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NOTATION VOTE

RESPONSE SHEET
TO: | Annette Vietti-CooIg,_ Secretary
FROM: COMMISSIO-NER. OSTENDORFF

SUBJECT: SECY-12-0062 - RENEWAL OF FULL-POWER
OPERATING LICENSE FOR PILGRIM NUCLEAR
POWER STATION

Approved __ XX Di'sapproved Abstain
Not Participating

COMMENTS:  Below XX _ Attached __ None

| approve the staff's recommendation to authorize the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation to renew the operating license for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station upon his
making the appropriate findings on safety and environmental matters. | concur with
Commissioner Svinicki that the Staff Requirements Memorandum for this action should state
that “The Commission recognizes that in view of the petition for review pending before it and the
intervention petition pending before the Atomic Safety & Licensing Board, if the renewed license
is subsequently set aside on appeal, the previous operating license would be reinstated in-
accordance with 10 CFR 54.31(c)."

SIGNATURE /.

s
DATE

Entered on “STARS” Yes X No
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

May 29, 2012

Mr. Michael A. Balduzzi

Senior Vice President & Chief Operating Offic:er
Regional Operations, NE

Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.

440 Hamilton Avenue

White Plains, NY 10601

SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF RENEWED FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-35 FOR
THE PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION

Dear Mr, Balduzzi:

The U.S. Nuclear Reguiatory Commission (NRC) has issued Renewed Facility Operating
License No. DPR-35 for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station (PNPS) (Enclosure 1). The NRC
issued the renewed facility operating license based on the staff's review of your application
dated January 25, 2008, as supplemented by letters submitted to the NRC through April 24,
2012, The review did not result in an amendment of the technical specifications for PNPS. The
period of extended operation for PNPS begins at midnight on June 8, 2012.

Renewed Facility Operating License No. DPR-35 expires at midnight on June 8, 2032.

Enclosure 1 also containg the following attachments Appendix A, “Téchnical Specifications,”
and Appendix B, “Additional Conditions.”

Enclosure 2 is a copy of the related Federal Register notice of issuance of the renewed Iiceﬁse.
The original has been sent to the Office of the Federal Register for publication.

The technical basis for issuing the renewed license is set forth in NUREG-1891, "Safety
Evaluation Report Related to the License Renewal of Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station,” issued
November 2007, as supplemented, The results of the environmental review related to the
issuance of the renewed license are given in NUREG-1437, "Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 29, Regarding Pilgrim Nuclear
Power Station-Final Report,” issued July 2007.
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M. Balduzzi | -9

If you have any questions about this action, please feel free to contact me at 301-415-1045 or

by e-mail at Nate.Ferrer@nrc.qov.
%

Nathaniel Ferrer, Project Manager
Projects Branch 1

Division of License Renewal

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No. 50-283

Enclosures:

1. Renewed Facility Operating Llcense
No. DPR-35, with Appendix A, “Technical
Specifications," and Appendix B,
“Additional Conditions”

2. Federal Register Notice

cc; Listserv
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M. Balduzzi - -2- ,

if you have any questions regarding this action, please feel free to contact me at. 301-415-1045

or by e-mail at Nate.Ferrer@nre.qov.

-

Sincerely,

IRAJ

Nathaniel Ferrer, Project Manager
Projects Branch 1

Division of License Renewal

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket Na, 50-293

Enclosures;

1. Renewed Facility Operating License
No. DPR-35, Appendix A, Technical
Specifications, and Appendix B,
Additional Conditions

2. Federal Register Notice

cc: listserv

ADAMS Accession Nos.: (PKG) ML0S1040288, (LTR) ML021040423, (LIC) ML091040431,
(App. A.&B) ML091040467, (FRN) ML091040438, *concurred via e-mail

OFFICE |PM:RPB1:DLR _ |LA:DLR Tech Editor*  |PM:DORL:LPLI-1 |BC:DORL:LPLI-1

NAME NFerrer SFigueroa JDougherty RGuzman GWilson

DATE 03/20/12 10/19/11 02721112 05/02M12 05/08 /12

OFFICE |BC:RPB1.DLR D:DLR OGC D:NRR PM:RPB1:.DLR
IINAME DMorey BHolian SUttal {(NLO) Eleeds NFerrer

DATE 05/08/12 05/25/12 05/125/12 05/29/12 05/ 29112

OFFICIAL RECORD COPY
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ENCLOSURE 1

ENTERGY NUCLEAR GENERATION COMPANY
~ (PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION)
RENEWED FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

RENEWED LICENSE NO. DPR-35 |

ADD-47



Case e5¢772-17D®cuibectfent 6152 165ge Palje: 1Wate Bie: Rildas2028/20 Bntry EDt§6I8HED3523

ENTERGY NUCLEAR GENERATION COMPANY *
And ENTERGY NUCLEAR OPERATIONS, INC.
(PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION)
DOCKET NO. 50-293
RENEWED FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Renewed License No. DPR-35

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that;

a.

Except as stated in condition 5, construction of the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station {the
facility) has been substantially completed in conformity with the application, as amended,
the Provisional Construction Permit No. CPPR-49, the provisions of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the rules and regulations of the Commission as

- set forth in Title 10, Chapter 1, CFR; and

The facility will operate in conformity with the application, as amended, the provisions of
the Act, and the rules and regulations of the Commission; and

There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized by the renewed operating
license can be conducted without endangering the health and safety of the public, and
(i) that such activities will be conducted in compliance with the rules and regulations of
the Commission; and

The Entergy Nuclear Generation Company (Entergy Nuclear) is financially qualified and
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (ENO) is technically and flnanclally qualified to engage
in the activities authorized by this renewed operating license, in accordance with the
rules and regulations of the Commission; and

Entergy Nuclear and ENO have satisfied the applicable provisions of 10 CFR Part 140,
"Financial Protection Requirements and Indemnity Agreements" of the Commission’s
regulations; and

The issuance of this renewed operating license will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public; and

After weighing the environmental, economic, technical, and other benefits of the facility
against environmental costs and considering available alternatives, the issuance of this
renewed operating license (subject to the condition for protection of the environment set
forth herein) is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51 of the Commission’s regulations and
all applicable requirements of said regulations have been satisfied; and

Actions have been identified and have heen or will be taken with respect to (1) managing
the effects of aging during the period of extended operation on the functionality of
structures and components that have been identified to require review under

* The Nuclear Reguiatory Commission approved the transfer of the license from Boston Edison Company
to Entergy Nuclear Generation Company on April 29, 1999,
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2.

10 CFR §4.21(a)(1); and (2) time-limited aging analyses that have been identified to
require review under 10 CFR 54.21(c), such that there is reasonable assurance that the
activities authorized by the renewed operating license will continue to be conducted in
accordance with the current licensing basis, as defined in 10 CFR 54.3, for the facility,
and that any changes made to the facility's current licensing basis in order to comply
with 10 CFR 54.29(a) are in accordance with the Act and the Commission’s regulations.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-35, dated June 8, 1972, issued to the Boston Edison
Company (Boston Edigon) is hereby amended in its entirety, pursuant to an Initial Decision
dated September 13, 1972, by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, to read as follows:

1. This renewed operating license applies to the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, a single
cycle, forced circulation, boiling water nuclear reactor and associated electric generating
equipment (the facility), owned by Entergy Nuclear and operated by ENO, The facility is
located on the western shore of Cape Cod Bay in the town of Plymouth on the Entergy
Nuclear site in Plymouth County, Massachusetts, and is described in the "Final Safety
Analysis Report," as supplemented and amended.

2. Subject to the conditions and requirements incorporated herein, the Commission hereby
licenses Entergy Nuclear:

A Pursuant to the Section 104b of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the
Act) and 10 CFR Part 50, “Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities,” a)
Entergy Nuclear to possess and use and b) ENO to possess, use, and operate
the facility as a utilization facility at the designated location on the Pilgrim site;

B. ENO, pursuant to the Act and 10 CFR 70, to receive, possess, and use at any
time special nuclear material as reactor fuel, in accordance with the limitations for
storage and amounts required for reactor operation, as described in the Final
Safety Analysis Report, as supplemented and amended;

C. ENO, pursuant to the Act and 10 CFR Parts 30, 40 and 70 to receive, possess
and use at any time any byproduct, source or special nuclear material as sealed
neutron sources for reactor startup, sealed sources for reactor instrumentation
and radiation monitoring equipment calibration, and as fission detectors in
amounts as required;

D. ENO, pursuant to the Act and 10 CFR Parts 30, 40 and 70, fo receive, possess
and use in amounts as required any byproduct, source or special nuclear
material without restriction to chemical or physical form, for sample analysis or
instrument calibration or associated with radioactive apparatus or components;
and :

E. ENQ, pursuant to the Act and 10 CER Parts 30 and 70, to possess, but not
separate, such byproduct and special huclear materials as may be produced by
the operation of the facility.

3. This renewed operating license shall be deemed to contain and is subject to the
conditions specified in the following Commission regulations; 10 CFR Part 20, .Section
30.34 of 10 CFR Part 30, Section 40.41 of 10 CFR Part 40, Sections 50.54 and 50.59 of
“10 CFR Part 50 and Section 70.32 of 10 CFR Part 70; and is subject to all applicable

Renewed License No. DPR-35
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provisions of the Act and to the rules, reguiations, and orders of the Commission now or
hereafter in effect; and is subject to the additional conditions specified below:

A.

Maximum Power Level

ENO is authorized to operate the facility at steady state power levels not to
exceed 2028 megawatts thermal,

Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as revised through
Amendment No, 236, are hereby incorporated in the renewed operating license.
The licensee shall operate the facility in accordance with the Technical
Specifications.

Recards

ENO shall keep facility operating records in accordance with the requifements of
the Technical Specifications.

Equalizer Valve Restriction - DELETED

Regcirculation Loop Inoperable - DELETED

Fire Protection

ENCQ shall implement and maintain in effect all provisions of the approved fire

protection program as described in the Final Safety Analysis Report for the

facility and as approved in the SER dated December 21, 1978 as suppiemented
subject to the following provision:

ENO may make changes to the approved fire protectlon program without prior

approval of the Commission only if those changes would not adversely affect the

ability to achieve and maintain safe shutdown in the event of a fire.

Physical Protection

The licensee shall fuily implement and maintain in effect all provisions of the

" Commission-approved physical security, training and qualification, and

safeguards contingency plans including amendments made pursuant to
provisions of the Miscellaneous Amendments and Search Requirements
revisions to 10 CFR 73.55 (51 FR27817 and 27822) and to the authority of

"10°CFR 50.90 and 10,CFR 50.54(p). The combined set of plans, which contain

Safeguards Information protected under 10 CFR 73.21, is entitled: “Pilgrim
Nuclear Power Station Physical Security, Training and Qualification, and
Safequards Contingency Plan, Revision 0" submitted by letter dated
October 13, 2004, as supplemented by letter dated May 15, 2006.

Renewed License No. DPR-35
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H. Post-Accident Sampling System. NUREG-0737, ltem [.B.3. and
Containment Atmospheric Monitoring System, NUREG-0737. ltem II.F.1{6}
The licensee shall complete thie installation of a post-accident sampling system
and a containment atmospheric monitoring system as soon as practicable, but no

later than June 30, 1985.

l Additional Conditions

The Additional Conditions contained in Appendix B, as revised through
Amendment No. 177, are hereby incorporated into this renewed operating
ficense. ENQ shall operate the facility in accordance with the Additional
Conditions.

J. Conditions Related to the Sale and Transfer

(1) For purposes of ensuring public health and safety, Entergy Nuclear
shall provide decommissioning funding assurance of no less than $396
million, after payment of any taxes, in the decommissioning trust fund for
Pilgrim upon the transfer of the Pilgrim licenses to Entergy Nuclear.

(2) Entergy Nuclear shall maintain the decommissioning frust funds in
accordance with the Order, the related Safety Evaluation dated Aprit 29,
. 1999, and the related application for approval of the transfer,

(3) Entergy Nuclear shall provide a Provisional Trust fund in the amount of
$70 million, after payment of any taxes, in the Provisional Trust for
Pilgrim upon the transfer of the Pilgrim licenses to Entergy Nuclear, The
Provisional Trust shall be established and maintained in conformance
with the representations made in the application for approvai of th
transfer. .

4) Entergy Nuclear shall have access to a contingency fund of not less than
fifty million dollars ($50m) for payment, if needed, of Pilgrim operating
and maintenance expenses, the cost to transition to decommissioning
status in the event of a decision to permanently shut down the unit, and
decormmissioning costs. Entergy Nuclear will take all necessary steps to
ensure that access to these funds will remain available until the full
amount has been exhausted for the purposes described above. Entergy
Nuclear shall inform the Director, Office of Nuclear Regulation, in writing,
at such time that it utilizes any of these contingency funds. This provision
does not affect the NRC's authority to assure that adequate funds will
remain available in the plant’s separate decommissioning fund(s}, which
Entergy Nuclear shall maintain in accordance with NRC regulations.
Once the plant has been placed in a safe-shutdown condition following a
decision to decommission, Entergy Nuclear will use any remainder of the
$50m contingency fund that has not been used to safely operate and
maintain the plant to support the safe and prompt decommissioning of
the plant, to the extent such funds are needed for safe and prompt
decommissioning. '

Renewed License No. DPR-35 -
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(5)  The Decommissioning Trust agreement(s) shall be in a form which is
acceptable to the NRC and shall provide, in addition to any other clauses,
that: A

a) Investments in the securities or other obligations of
Entergy Nuclear, Entergy Corporation, their affiliates,
subsidiaries or associates, or thelr successors or assigns
shall be prohibited. |n addition, except for investments tied
to market indexes or other non-nuclear sector mutual
funds, investments in any entity owning one or more
nuclear power plants is prohibited.

b) The Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, shail
be given 30 days prior written notice of any material
amendment to the trust agreement(s).

K. Mitigation Strategy License Condition

Develop and maintain strategies for addressing Earge'ﬂres and explosions and
that include the following key areas:

(a) Fire fighting response strategy with the following elements:
Pre-defined coordinated fire response strategy and guidance
Assessment of mutual aid fire fighting assets

Designated staging areas for equipment and materials
Command and controf

Training of response personnel

RN =

(b) Operations to mitigate fuel damage considering the following:

1. Protection and use of personnel assets
2 Communications
3 Minimizing fire spread
. Procedures for implementing integrated fire response strategy
5, Identification of readily-available pre-staged equipment
6 Training on integrated fire response strategy
Spent fuel pool mitigation measures
A

ctions to minimize release to include consideration of:
. Water spray scrubbing
. Dose to onsite responders

4

7.

(c)

1

2

L. The licensee shall implement and maintain all Actions required by Attachment 2
to NRC Order EA-06-137, issued June 20, 2006, except the last action that

requires incorporation of the strategies into the site security plan, contingency
plan, emergency plan and/or guard training and qualification plan, as appropriate.

M. Upon Implementation of Amendment No, 231 adopting TSTF-448, Revision 3,
the determination of control room envelope (CRE} unfiltered air inleakage
required by SR 4.7.6.2.e in accordance with TS 5.5.8.¢.(i), the assessment of
CRE habitability as required by Specification 5.5.8.¢.(ii), and the measurement

Renewed License No. DPR-35
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of CRE pressure as required by Specification 5.5.8.d shall be considered met as
follows: -

(@) The first performance of SR 4.7.2.6.5.e in accordance with Specification
5.5.8.c.(i) shall be within the specified frequency of 6 years, plus the 18-
month aliowance as defined by SURVEILLANCE INTERVAL measured from
December 5, 2005, the date of the most recent successful tracer gas test, as
stated in Entergy's letter “Follow-Up Response to NRC Generic Letter 2003-
01" (ENO 2,06.019), dated March 20, 2006, or within 18 months if the time
period since the most recent successful tracer gas test is greater than 6
years.

(b) The first performance of the pericdic assessment of CRE habitability
Specification 5.5.8.c.(ji) shall be within 3 years, plus the 9-month allowance
of SURVEILLANCE INTERVAL as measured from December 5, 2005, the
date of the most recent successiul tracer gas test, as stated in Entergy’s
lefter "Follow-Up Response to NRC Generic Letter 2003-01" (ENO 2.06.019),
dated March 20, 2006, or within 8 months if the time period since the most
recent successful tracer gas test is greater than 3 years.

(¢} The first performance of the periodic measurement of CRE pressure,
Specification 5.5.8.d shall be within 24 months, plus the 180-day allowance
of the SURVEILLANCE INTERVAL as measured from the date of the most

‘recent successful pressure measurement test or within 180 days if not
performed previously.

4, This license is subject to the following condition for the protection of the environment:
Boston Edison shall continue, for a period of five years after initial power operation of the
facility, an environmental monitoring program similar to that presently existing with the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts (and described generally in Section C-ll] of Boston
Edison's Environmental Report, Operating License Stage dated September, 1970} as a
basis for determining the extent of station influence on marine resources and shall
mitigate adverse effects, if any, on marine resources,

5. Boston Edison has not completed as yet construction of the Rad Waste Solidification
System and the Augmented Off-Gas System. Limiting conditions concerning these
systems are set forth in the Technical Specifications.

6. Pursuant to Section 105c(8) of the Act, the Commission has consulted with the
Attorney General regarding the issuance of this operating license. After said
consuitation, the Commission has determined that the issuance of this license,
subject to the conditions set forth in this subparagraph 6, in advance of
consideration of and findings with respect to matters covered in Section 105¢c of the
Act, is necessary in the public interest to avoid unnecessary delay in the operation
of the facility. At the time this operating license is being issued an antitrust
proceeding has not been noticed. The Commission, accordingly, has made no
determination with respect to matters covered in Section 105¢ of the Act, including
conditions, if any, which may be appropriate as a result of the outcome of any
antitrust proceeding. On the basis of its findings made as a result of an antitrust
proceeding, the Commission may continue this license as issued, rescind this
license or amend this ficense to include such conditions as the Commission

Renewed License No. DPR-35
ADD- 53



Case:C#s6772-170Dcuibent08at6162155ge Pade: 1 Date Biled: Aildas82028/20 Bntry EDtEEE3BED3523

-7 -

deems appropriate. Boston Edison and others who may be affected hereby are
accordingly on notice that the granting of this license is without prejudice to any
subsequent licensing action, including the imposition of appropriate conditions,
which may be taken by the Commission as a result of the outcome of any antitrust
proceeding. Inthe course of ifs plarning and other activities, Boston Edison W|II be
expected to conduct itself accordingly.

7. The information in the FSAR supplement, submitted pursuant to 10 CFR 54,21(d), as
. supplemented by Commitments Nos. 3, 8, 9, 13, 15, 18, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28,

30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 46, 51, and 52 of Appendix A of NUREG-1891, “Safety
Evaluation Report Related to the License Renewal of Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station”
dated June 2007, as supplemented, is henceforth part of the FSAR which will be
updated in accordance with 10 CFR 50.71(e). In addition, the licensee shall incorporate
into its FSAR the “Description of Program” from Table 3.0-1 “FSAR Supplement for
Aging Management of Applicable Systems” of License Renewal interim Staff Guidance
LR-1SG-2011-05 “Ongoing Review of Operating Experience.”

The licensee may make changes to the programs and activities described in the FSAR
supplement and Commitments Nos. 3, 8, 9, 13, 15, 18, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30,
31, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 46, 51, and 52 of Appendix A of NUREG-1891, as
supplemented, provided the licensee evaluates such changes pursuant to the criteria set
forth in 10 CFR 50.59 and otherwise complies with the requirements in that section,

- 8. The licensee's FSAR supplement submitted pursuant to 10 CFR 54.21(d), as revised
during the license renewal application review process, and as supplemented by
Commitments Nos. 3, 8, 9, 13, 15, 18, 18, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35,
36, 37, 39, 40, 46, 51, and 52 of Appendlx A of NUREG 1891, as suppiemented along
with the FSAR description regarding consideration of operating experience for license
renewal aging management programs in Condition 7 above, describes certain future
programs and activities to be completed before the period of extended operation. The
licensee shall complete these activities no later than June 8, 2012, and shall nofify the
NRC in writing when implementation of these activities is complete.

9. Capsule withdrawat schedule - For the renewed operating license term, all capsules in
the reactor vessel that are removed and tested must meet the requirements of American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) E 185-82 to the extent practicable for the
configuration of the specimens in the capsule. Any changes to the capsule withdrawal
schedule, including spare capsules, must be approved by the staff prior to
implementation. All capsules placed in storage must be maintained for future insertion.
Any changes to storage requirements must be approved by the staff, as required by
10°'CFR Part 50, Appendix H.

Renewed License No. DPR-35
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10. This license is effective as of the date of issuance and shall expire June 8, 2032.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachments:
Appendix A - Technical Specifications
" {Radiological)
- Appendix B — Additional Conditions
Date of Issuance: May 29, 2012

Renewed License No, DPR-35
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[7590-01-P]
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
[DOCKET NO. 50-293]
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station
RECORD OF DECISION AND ISSUANCE OF RE‘NEWED FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

NO. DPR-35 FOR AN ADDITIONAL 20-YEAR PERIOD FOR
AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
ACTION: License renewal application; issuance.

SUMMARY?: The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC or the Commission) has issued
rénewed facility operating license No. DPR-35 to Entergy Operations Inc. (the licensee), the
operator of the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station (PNPS). Renewed facility pperatihg license No,
DPR-35 authorizes operation of PNPS by the licensee at reactor core power levels not in
excess of 2,028 megawatts thermal in accordance with the provisions of the PNPS renewed

| license and its technical specifications. This also serves as the record of decision for the

renewal of facility operating license No. DPR-35, consistent with the NRC's regulations.

ADDRESSES: You may access information related to this document, which the NRC
possesses and are publicly available, using any of the following methods:

» NRC's Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS);
You may access publicly-available documents online in the NRC Library at‘
http: /iwww. rirc.gov!reading-nnladams.html. Tb begin the search, se!eét "ADAMS Public
Documents” and then select “Begin Web-based ADAMS Search.” For problems with ADAMS,

please contact the NRC's Public Document Room (PDR) reference staff at 1-800-397-4208,
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301-415-4737, or by e-mail to pdr.resource@nrc.gov. The ADAMS accession nummber for each

document referenced in this notice (if that document is avallable in ADAMS) is provided the first
time that a document is referenced.

« NRC's PDR: You may exémihe and purchase copies of public documents at the
NRC's PDR, Room O1-F21, One White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland
20852. A

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Discussion
Notice is hereby given that the NRC has issued renewed facility operating license No.
DPR-35 to Entergy Operations inc., the operator of the PNPS. Renewed facility operating
license No. DPR-35 authorizes. operation of PNPS by the licensee at reactor core power levels -
not in excess of 2,028 megawatts thermal in accordance with the provisions of the PNPS

renewed license and its technical specifications.

The notice also serves as the record of decision for the renewal of facility operating
license No. DPR-35, consistent with Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR)
Section 51.103. As discussed in the final supplemental environmental impact statement
(FSEIS) for PNPS, Supplement 47 to NUREG-1437, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement
for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants Regarding Pligrim Nuclear Power Station,” dated July
2007 (ADAMS Accession Nos. ML0O71990020 and MLO71990027), fhe Commission hag
conéidered a range of reasonable alternatives that included fossil fuel generation, renewable

energy sources, demand-side measures such as energy conservation, and the no-action
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~3-
alternative. The factors considered in the record of decision can be found in the FSEIS for
PNPS.

PNPS is a boiling water reactor located 4 miles southeast of Plymouth, Massachusetts.
The application for the renewed license, “Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station License Renewal
Applica’éion,” dated January 25, 2006 (ADAMS Accession No, MLO60300028), complied with the
standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the
Commissidn’s regulations. As required by the Act and the Commission’s regulations in 10 CFR
Chapter 1, the Commission has made appropriate findings, which are set forth in the license.
Prior public notice of the action involving the proposed issugnce of the renewed license and of
an opportunity for a hearing regarding the proposed issuance of the renewed license was
published in the Federal Fegister on March 27, 20b6 (71 FR 15222),

For further details with respect to this action, see: (1) Entergy Nuclear Operation, Inc.,
license renewal application for Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station dated January 25, 20086, as )
supplemented by letters dated through April 24, 2012; (2) the Commission’s safety evaiuationl
report (NUREG-1881), published in November 2007, as supplemented (ADAMS Accession
Nos. ML073241016, ML072210478, and ML11 147A036); {3) the licensee’s Final Safety
Ahalysis Report; and (4) the Commission’s FSEIS (NUREG-1437, Supplemen-t 29), for the

Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, published in July 2007.
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Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 29" day of May, 2012.

Division of License Renewal,
Office of Nuclear Keactor Regulation.
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STATUTES
Administrative Procedure Act
5 U.S.C. § 702. Right of review

A person suffering legal wrong because of agency action, or adversely affected or aggrieved by agency action
within the meaning of a relevant statute, is entitled to judicial review thereof, An action in a court of the United
States secking relief other than money damages and stating a claim that an agency or an officer or employee

- thereof acted or failed to act in an official capacity or under color of legal authority shall not be dismissed nor
relief therein be denied on the ground that it is against the United States or that the United States is an
indispensable party. The United States may be named as a defendant in any such action, and a judgment or
decree may be entered against the United States: Provided, That any mandatory or injunctive decree shall
specity the Federal officer or officers (by name or by title), and their successors in office, personally responsible
for comptiance. Nothing herein (1) affects other limitations on judicial review or the power or duty of the court
to dismiss any action or deny relief on any other appropriate legal or equitable ground; or (2) confers autherity
to grant relief if any other statute that grants consent to suit expressly or impliedly forbids the relief whichis '
sought,

Atomic Energy Act
42 U,8.C, § 2232(a) License applications
{a) Contents and form

Each application for a license hereunder shall be in writing and shall specifically state such information as the
Commission, by rule or regulation, may determine to be necessary to decide such of the technical and financial
qualifications of the applicant, the character of the applicant, the citizenship of the applicant, or any other
qualifications of the applicant as the Commission may deem appropriate for the license, In connection with
applications for licenses'to operate production or utilization facilities, the applicant shall state such technical
specifications, including information of the amount, kind, and source of special nuclear material required, the
place of the use, the specific characteristics of the facility, and such other information as the Commission may,
by rule or regulation, deem necessary in order to enable it to find that the utilization or production of special
nuclear material will be in accord with the common defense and security and will provide adequate protection
to the health and safety of the public, Such technical specifications shall be a part of any license issued. The
Commission may at any time after the filing of the original application, and before the expiration of the license,
require further written statements in order to enable the Commission to determine whether the application
should be granted or denied or whether a license should be modified or revoked, All applications and statements
shall be signed by the applicant or licensee. Applications for, and statements made in connection with, licenses
under sections 2133 and 2134 of this title shall be made under odth or affirmation. The Commission may
require any other applications or statements to be made under oath or affirmation.

42 U,S.C § 2233 (b)-(c) Terms of licenses

Each license shall be in such form and contain such terms and conditions as the Commission may, by rule or
regulation, prescribe to effectuate the provisions of this chapter, including the following provisions:

" {b) No right to the special nuclear material shall be conferred by the license except as defined by the license.

(¢) Neither the license nor any right under the license shall be assigned or otherwise transferred in violation of
the provisions of this chapter.

42 U.5.C § 2239 Hearings and judicial review
(a)

(1) (A) In any proceeding under this Act [42 USCS §§ 2011 et seq.], for the granting, suspending, revoking,
or amending of any license or construction permit, or application to transfer control, and in any proceeding
for the issuance or modification of rules and regulations dealing with the activities of licensees, and in any
proceeding for the payment of compensation, an award or royalties under sections 153, 157, 186(c), or 188
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[42 USCS §§ 2183, 2187, or 2236(¢), 2238], the Commission shall grant a hearing upon the request of any
person whose interest may be affected by the proceeding, and shall admit any such person as a party to
such proceeding. The Commission shall hold a hearing after thirty days' notice and publication once in the
Federal Register, on each application under section 103 or 104(b) [42 USCS § 2133 or 2134(b)}] for a
construction permit for a facility, and on any application under section 104(c) [42 USCS § 2134(c)] for a
construction permit for a testing facility. In cases where such a construction permit has been issued
following the holding of such a hearing, the Commission may, in the absence of a request therefore by any
person whose interest may be affected, issue an operating license or an amendment to a construction permit
or an amendment to an operating license without a hearing, but upon thirty days' notice and publication
once in the Federal Register of its intent to do so. The Commission may dispense with such thirty days'
notice and publication with respect to any application for an amendment to a construction permit or an
amendment to an operating license upon a determination by the Commission that the amendment involves
no significant hazards consideration.

(b) The following Commission actions shall be subject to judicial review in the manner prescribed in chapter
158 of title 28, United States Code [28 USCS §§ 2341 et seq.], and chapter 7 of title 5, United States Code [5
USCS §§ 701 et seq.]:

(1) Any final order entered in any proceedmg of the kind specified in subsection (a).

(2) Any final order allowing or prohibiting a facility to begm operating under a combined construction and
operating license.

(3) Any final order establishing by regulation standards to govern the Department of Energy's gaseous
diffusion uranium enrichment plants, including any such facilities leased to a corporation established under the
USEC Privatization Act.

(4) Any final determination under section 1701(c) [42 USCS § 2297f(c)] relating to whether the gaseous
diffusion plants, in¢luding any such facilities leased to a corporation established under the USEC Privatization
Act, are in compliance with the Commission's standards governing the gascous diffusion plants and all
applicable laws.

28 U.S.C § 2112, Record on Review and Enforcement of Agency Orders

(a) The rules prescribed under the authority of section 2072 of this title inay provide for the time and manner of
filing and the contents of the record in all proceedings instituted in the courts of appeals to enjoin, set aside,
suspend, modify, or otherwise review or enforce orders of administrative agencies, boards, commissions, and
officers. Such rules may authorize the agency, board, commission, or officer to file in the court a certified list of
the materials comprising the record and retain and hold for the court all such materials and transmit the same or
any part thereof to the court, when and as required by it, at any time prior to the final determination of the
proceeding, and such filing of such certified list of the materials comprising the record and such subsequent
transmittal of any such materials when and as required shall be deemed full compliance with any provision of
law requiring the filing of the record in the court, The record in such proceedings shall be certified and filed in
or held for and transmitted to the court of appeals by the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned
within the time and in the manner prescribed by such rules. If proceedings are instituted in two or more courts
of appeals with respect to the same order, the following shalt apply:

(1) If within ten days after issuance of the order the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned
receives, from the persons instituting the proceedings, the petition for review with respect to proceedings in
at least two courts of appeals, the agency, board, commission, or officer shall proceed in accordance with
paragraph (3) of this subsection. If within ten days after the issuance of the order the agency, board,
commission, or officer concerned receives, from the persons instituting the proceedings, the petition for -
review with respect to proceedings in only one court of appeals, the agency, board, commission, or officer
shall file the record in that court notwithstanding the institution in any other court of appeals of proceedings
for review of that order. In all other cases in which proceedings have been instituted in two or more courts
of appeals with respect to the same order, the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned shall file the
record in the court in which proceedings with respect to the order were first instituted.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection, a copy of the petition or other pleading which
institutes proceedings in a court of appeals and which is stamped by the court with the date of filing shall
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constitufe the petition for review, Each agency, board, commission, or officer, as the case may be, shall
designate by rule the office and the officer who must receive petitions for review under paragraph (1),

(3) If an agency, board, commission, or officer receives two or more petitions for review of an order in
accordance with the first sentence of paragraph (1) of this subsection, the agency, board, commission, or
officer shall, promptly after the expiration of the ten-day period specified in that sentence, so notify the
judicial panel on muitidistrict litigation authorized by section 1407 of this title, in such form as that panel
shall prescribe. The judicial panel on multidistrict litigation shall, by means of random selection, designate
one court of appeals, fiom among the courts of appeals in which petitions for review have been filed and
received within the ten-day period specified in the first sentence of paragraph (1), in which the record is to
be filed, and shall issue an order consolidating the petitions for review in that court of appeals. The judicial
pancl on multidistrict litigation shall, after providing notice to the public and an opportunity for the
submission of comments, prescribe rules with respect to the consolidation of proceedings under this
paragraph. The agency, board, commission, or officer concerned shall file the record in the court of appeals
designated pursuant to this paragraph.

(4) Any court of appeals m which proceedings with respect to an order of an agency, board, commission, or
officer have been instifuted may, to the extent authorized by law, stay the effective date of the order. Any
such stay may thereafter be modified, revoked, or extended by a court of appeals designated pursuant to
paragraph (3) with respect to that order or by any other court of appeals to which the proceedings are
transferred.

(5) All courts in which proceedings are instituted with respect to the same order, other than the court in
.which the record is filed pursuant to this subsection, shall transfer those proceedings to the court in which
the record is so filed. For the convenience of the parties in the interest of justice, the court in which the

- record is filed may thereafier transfer all the proceedings with respect to that order to any other court of

. appeals,

Hobbs Act
28 U.S.C, § 2342(4).

The court of appeals (other than the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit) has exclusive
jurisdiction to enjoin, set aside, suspend (in whole or in part), or to determine the validity of--

(4) all final orders of the Atomic Energy Commission made reviewable by section 2239 of title 42,

28 U.S.C. § 2344. Review of orders; time; notice; contents of petition; service

On the entry of a final order reviewable under this chapter [28 USCS §§ 2341 et seq.], the agency shall promptly
give notice thereof by service or publication in accordance with its rules. Any party aggrieved by the final order
may, within 60 days after its entry, file a petition to review the order in the court of appeals wherein venue iles The
action shall be against the United States. The petition shall contain a concise statement of—

(1) the nature of the proceedings as to which revww is sought;
(2) the facts on which venue is based;

(3) the grounds on which relief is sought; and

(4) the relief prayed.

The petitioner shall attach to the petition, as exhibits, copies of the order, report, or decision of the agency. The clerk
shall serve a frue copy of the petition on the agency and on the Attorney General by registered mail, with request for
a return receipt

National Environmental Policy Act

42 U.S,C. § 4332. Cooperation of agencies; reports; availability of information; recommendations;
international and national coordination of eiforts
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The Congress authorizes and directs that, to the fullest extent possible: (1) the policies, regulations, and
public laws of the United States shall be interpreted and administered in accordance with the policies set
forth in this Act [42 USCS §§ 4321 et seq.], and (2) all agencies of the Federal Government shall--

(A) utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which will insure the integrated use of the natural and
social sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and in decision-making which may have an
impact on man's environment;

(B) identify and develop methods and procedures, in consultation with the Council on Environmental
Quality established by title IT of this Act {42 USCS §§ 4341 et seq.], which will insure that presently
unquantified environmental amenities and values may be given appropriate consideration in decision-
making along with economic and technical considerations;

(C) include in every recommendation or report on proposals for legislation and other major Federal actions
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment, a detailed statement by the responsible
official on--

(i) the environmental impact of the proposed action,

(ii) any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be
implemented,

(iii) alternatives to the proposed action,

(iv) the relationship between local short term uses of man's environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long-term productivity, and

(v) any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in the
proposed action should it be implemented,

Prior to making-any detailed statement, the responsible Federal official shall consult with and obtain the
comments of any Federal agency which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any
environmental impact involved. Copies of such statement and the comments and views of the appropriate
Federal, State, and local agencies, which are authorized to develop and enforce environmental standards,
shall be made available to the President, the Council on Environmental Quality and to the public as
provided by section 552 of title 5, United States Code, and shall accompany the proposal through the
existing agency review processes;

(D) Any detailed statement required under subparagraph (C) after January 1, 1970, for any major Federal
action funded under a program of grants to States shall not be deemed to be legally insufficient solely by
reason of having been prepared by a State agency or official, if;

(i) the State agency or official has statewide jurisdiction and has the responsibility for such action,
(ii) the responsible Federal official furnishes guidance and participates in such preparation,
(iii) the responsible Federal official independently evaluates such statement prior to its approval
and adoption, and

(iv) after January 1, 1976, the responsible Federal official provides early notification to, and
solicits the views of, any other State or any Federal land management entity of any action or any
alternative thereto which may have significant impacts upon such State or affected Federal land
management entity and, if there is any disagreement on such impacts, prepares a written
assessment of such impacts and views for incorporation into such detailed statement.

The procedures in this subparagraph shall not relieve the Federal official of his responsibilities for the
scope, objectivity, and content of the entire statement or of any other responsibility under this Act {42
USCS §§ 4321 et seq.]; and further, this subparagraph dees not affect the legal sufficiency of statements
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i

prepared by State agencies with less than statewide jurisdiction. ;]

(E) study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal
which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources;

(F) recognize the worldwide and long-range character of environmental problems and, where consistent
with the foreign policy of the United States, lend appropriate support to initiatives, resolutions, and”
programs designed to maximize international cooperation in anticipating and preventing a decline in the
quality of mankind's world environment;

{G) make available to States, counties, municipalities, institutions, and individuals, advice and information
useful in restoring, maintaining, and enhancing the quality of the environment;

(H) initiate and utilize ecological information in the planning and development of resource-oriented
projects; and

(D assist the Council on Environmental Quality established by title II of this Act [42 USCS §§ 4341 et
seq.].

FEDERAL REGISTER AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS

NRC Regulations

10 C.F.R. § 51.53. Postconstruction Environmental Reports,
(c) Operating license renewdl stage.

(1) Each applicant for renewal of a license to operate a nuclear power plant under part 54 of this chapter
shall submit with its application a separate document entitled "Applicant's Environmental Report--
Operating License Renewal Stage." ‘

{2) The report must contain a description of the proposed action, including the applicant's plans to modify
the facility or its administrative control procedures as described in accordance with § 54.21 of this chapter,
This report must describe in detail the modifications directly affecting the environment or affecting plant
effluents that affect the environment. In addition, the applicant shall discuss in this report the environmental
impacts of alternatives and any other matters described in § 51.45. The report is not required to include
discussion of need for power or the economic costs and economic benefits of the proposed action or of
alternatives to the proposed action except insofar as such costs and benefits are either essential for a
determination regarding the inclusion of an alternative in the range of aliernatives considered or relevant to
mitigation. The environmental report need not discuss other issues not related to the environmental effects
of the proposed action and the alternatives, In addition, the environmental report need not discuss any
aspect of the storage of spent fuel for the facility within the scope of the generic determination in § 51.23(a)
and in accordance with § 51.23(b).

(3) For those applicants seeking an initial renewed license and holding an operating license, constroction
permit, or combined license as of June 30, 1995, the environmental repott shall include the information
required in paragraph (c}(2) of this section subject to the following conditions and considerations:

(i) The environmental report for the operating license renewal stage is not required to contain
analyses of the environmental impacts of the license renewal issues Ideﬂtlf ed as Category 1 issues
in Appendix B to subpart A of this part.
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(ii) The environmental report must contain analyses of the environmental impacts of the proposed
action, including the impacts of refurbishment activities, if any, associated with license renewal
and the impacts of operation during the renewal term, for those issues identified as Category 2
issues in Appendix B to subpart A of this part, The required analyses are as follows:

(A) If the applicant's plant utilizes cooling towers or cooling ponds and withdraws make-
up water from a river whose annual flow rate is less than 3.15x10" ft*/year
(9x10'°m*/year), an assessment of the impact of the proposed action on the flow of the
river and related impacts on instream and riparian ecological communities must be
provided. The applicant shall also provide an assessment of the impacts of the withdrawal
of water from the river on alluvial aquifers during low flow.

(B) If the applicant's plant utilizes once-through cooling or cooling pond heat dissipation
systems, the applicant shall provide a copy of current Clean Water Act 316(b)
determinations and, if necessary, a 316(a) variance in accordance with 40 CFR part 125,
or equivalent State permits and supporting documentation. If the applicant can not
provide these docurnents, if shall assess the impact of the proposed action on fish and
shellfish resources resulting from heat shock and impingement and entrainment.

(C) If the applicant's plant uses Ranney wells or pumps more than 100 gallons (total
onsite) of ground water per minute, an assessment of the impact of the proposed action on
ground-water use must be provided.

(D) If the applicant's plant is located at an inland site and utilizes cooling ponds, an
assessment of the impact of the proposed action on groundwater quality must be -
provided.

{E) All license renewal applicants shall assess the impact of refurbishment and other
license-renewal-related construction activities on important plant and animal habitats.
Additionally, the applicant shall assess the impact of the proposed action on threatened or
endangered species in accordance with the Endangered Species Act.

(F) If the applicant's plant is located in or near a nonattainment or maintenance area, an
assessment of vehicle exhaust emissions anticipated at the time of peak refurbishment -
workforce must be provided in accordance with the Clean Air Act as amended.

(G) If the applicant's plant uses a cooting pond, take, or canal or discharges into a river
having an annual average flow rate of less than 3.15x10" ft'/year (9x10™m*/year), an
assessment of the impact of the proposed action on public health from thermophilic
organisms in the affected water must be provided.

(H) If the applicant's transmission lines that were constructed for the specific purpose of
connecting the plant to the transmission system do not meet the recommendations of the
National Electric Safety Code for preventing electric shock from induced currents, an
assessment of the impact of the proposed action on the potential shock hazard from the
transmission lines must be provided. '

(1) An assessment of the impact of the proposed action on housing availability, land-use,
and public schools (impacts from refurbishment activities only) within the vicinity of the
plant must be provided. Additionally, the applicant shall provide an assessment of the
impact of population increases attributable to the proposed project on the public water
supply. - :

() All applicants shall assess the impact of highway traffic generated by the proposed
project on the level of service of local highways during periods of license renewal
refurbishment activities and during the term of the renewed license.

(K) All applicants shall assess whether any historic or archaeological properties will be
affected by the proposed project.

(L) If the staff has not previously considered severe accident mitigation alternatives for
the applicant's plant in an environmental impact statement or related supplement or in an
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environmental assessment, a consideration of alternatives (o mitigate severe accidents
must be provided.

(M) Reserved.

(iif) The report must contain a consideration of alternatives for reducing adverse impacts, as
required by § 51.45(c), for all Category 2 license renewal issues in Appendix B to subpart A of
this part. No such consideration is required for Category 1 issues in Appendix B to subpart A of
this part, .

(iv) The environmental report must contain any new and significant information regarding the
environmental impacts of license renewal of which the applicant is aware.

10 C.F.R. § 51.70 Draft Envireonmental Impact Statement—General,

(a) The NRC staft will prepare a draft environmental impact statement as soon as practicable after publication of the
notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement and completion of the scoping process. To the fullest
extent practicable, environmental impact statements will be prepared concurrently or integrated with environmental
impact analyses and related surveys and studies required by other Federal law,

(b) The draft environmental impact statement will be concise, clear and analytic, will be written in plain language
with appropriate graphics, will state how alternatives considered in it and decisions based on it will or will not
achieve the requirements of sections 101 and 102(1) of NEPA and of aity other relevant and applicable

. environmental laws and policies, will identify any methodologies used and sources relied upon, and will be
supported by evidence that the necessary environmental analyses have been made. The format provided in section
I(a) of appendix A of this subpart should be used. The NRC staff will independently evaluate and be responsible for
the reliability of all information used in the draft environmental impact statement.

(c) The Commission will cooperate with State and local agencies to the fullest extent possible to reduce duplication
between NEPA and State and local requirements, in accordance with 40 CFR 1506.2 (b) and (c).

10 C.F.R. § 51.71 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

(d) Analysis. The draft environmental impact statement will include a preliminary analysis that considers and
weighs the environmental effects of the proposed action; the environmental impacts of alternatives to the proposed
action; and alternatives available for reducing or avoiding adverse environmental effects. Except for supplemental
environmental impact statements for the operating license renewal stage prepared pursuant to § 51.95(c), draft
environmental impact statements should also include consideration of the economic, technical, and other benefits
and costs of the proposed action and alternatives and indicate what other interests and considerations of Federal
policy, including factors not related to environmental quality if applicable, are relevant to the consideration of
environmental effects of the proposed action identified pursuant to paragraph (a} of this section. Supplemental
environmental impact statements prepared at the license renewal stage pursuant to § 51.95(c) need not discuss the
economlic or technical benefits and costs of either the proposed action or alternatives except insofar as such benefits
and costs are either essential for a determination regarding the inclusion of an alternative in the range of alternatives
considered or relevant to mitigation. In addition, the supplemental environmental impact statement prepared at the
license renewal stage need not discuss other issues not related to the environmental effects of the proposed action
and associated alternatives. The draft supplemental environmental impact statement for license renewal prepared
pursuant to § 51.95(c) will rely on conclusions as amplified by the supporting information in the GEIS for issues
designated as Category 1 in Appendix B o subpart A of this part, The drafl supplemental environmental impact
statement must contain an analysis of those issues identified as Category 2 in Appendix B to subpart A of this part
that are open for the proposed action. The analysis for all draft environmental impact statements will, to the fullest
extent practicable, quantify the various factors considered. To the extent that there are important qualitative
considerations or factors that cannot be quantified, these considerations or factors will be discussed in qualitative
terms, Due consideration will be given to compliance with environmental quality standards and requirements that
have been imposed by Federal, State, regional, and local agencies having responsibility for environmental
protection, including applicable zoning and land-use regulations and water pollution limitations or requirements
promulgated or imposed pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, The environmental impact of the
proposed action will be considered in the analysis with respect to matters covered by such standards and
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requirements irrespective of whether a certification or license from the appropriate authority has been obtained.
While satisfaction of Commission standards and criteria pertaining to radiological effects will be necessary to meet
the licensing requirements of the Atomic Energy Act, the analysis will for the purposes of NEPA, consider the
radiological effects of the proposed action and alternatives,

§ 51.73 Request for Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Each draft environmental impact statement and each supplement to a draft environmental impact statement
distributed in accordance with § 51.74, and each news release provided pursuant to § 51.74(d) will be accompanied
by or include a request for comments on the proposed action and on the draft environmental impact statement or any
supplement to the draft environmental impact statement and will state where comments should be submitted and the
date on which the comment period closes. A minimum comment period of 45 days will be provided. The comment
period will be calculated from the date on which the Environmental Protection Agency notice stating that the draft
statement or the supplement to the draft statement has been filed with EPA is published in the Federal Register. if no
comments are provided within the time specified, it will be presumed, unless the agency or person requests an
extension of time, that the agency or person has no comment to make, To the extent practicable, NRC staff will
grant reasonable requests for extensions of time of up to fifteen (15) days.

§ 51.74 Distribution of Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Supplement to Draft Environmental
Impact Statement; News Releases.

(a) A copy of the draft environmental impact statement will be distributed to;
(1) The Environmental Protection Agency.

(2) Any other Federal agency which has special expertise or jurisdiction by law with respect to any
environmental impact involved or which is authorized to develop and enforce relevant environmental
standards.

(3) The applicant or petitioner for rulemaking and any other party to the proceeding.

(4) Appropriate State and local agencies authorized to develop and enforce relevant environmental
standards.

(5) Appropriate State, regional and metropolitan clearinghouses.

(6) Appropriate Indian tribes when the proposed action may have an environmental impact on a
reservation.

“(7) Upon written request, any organization or group included in the master list of interested organizations
and groups maintained under § 51,122,

(8) Upon written request, any other person to the extent available,
{b) Additional copies will be made available in accordance with § 51.123.

(c) A supplement to a draft environmental impact statement will be distributed in the same manner as the draft
environmental impact statement to which it refates,

(d) News releases stating the availability for comment and place for obtaining or inspecting a draft environmental
statement or supplement will be provided to local newspapers and other appropriate media. '

(e) A notice of availability will be published in the Federal Register in accordance with § 51.117.

§ 51.91 Final Environmental Impact Statement--Contents.

(@)

(1) The final environmental impact statement will include responses to any comments on the draft
environmental impact statement or on any supplerment to the draft environmental impact statement.
Responses fo comments may include:

(i) Modification of alternatives, including the proposed action;
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(ii) Development and evaluation of alternatives not previously given serious consideration;
(iii) Supplementation or modification of analyses;
(iv) Factual corrections;

(v) Explanation of why comments do not warrant further response, citing sources, authontles or
reasons which support this conclusion,

(2) All substantive comments received on the draft environmental impact statement or any supplement to
the draft environmental impact statement (or summaries thereof where the response has been exceptionally
voluminous) will be attached to the final statement, whether or not each comment is discussed individually
in the text of the statement.

(3) If changes in the draft environmental impact statement in response to comments are minor and are
confined either to factual corrections or to explanations of why the comments do not warrant further
response, the changes may be made by attaching errata sheets to the drafi statement, The entire document
with a new cover may then be issued as the final environmental impact statement,

(b) The final environmental impact statement will discuss any relevant responsible opposing view not adequately
discussed in the draft environmental impact statement or in any supplement to the dratt environmental impact
statement, and respond to the issues raised.

(c) The final environmental impact statement will state how the alternatives considered in it and decisions based on
it will or will not achieve the requirements of sections 101 and 102(1) of NEPA and of any other relevant and
applicable environmental laws and policies.

(d) The final environmental impact statement will include a final analysis and a final recommendation on the action
to be taken.

10 C.F.R. § 51.92, Supplement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

(a) If the proposed action has not been taken, the NRC staff will prepare a supplement to a final environmental
impact statement for which a notice of availability has been published in the FEDERAL REGISTER as provided in
§ 51.118, if:

(1) There are substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or i
(2) There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing
on the proposed action or its impacts. '
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Pt. 51, Subpt. A, App. B . 10 CFR Ch. 1 (1-1-12 Edition)

TABLE B—1—SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON NEPA ISSUES FOR LICENSE RENEWAL OF NUGLEAR POWER
PLANTS —Continued .

Issue Category2 Findings 3

ury

Offsite radiological impacts {spent For ihe high level waste and spent fuel disposal component of the {uel
fug! and high level waste disposal). cyels, there are no current regulatory limits for offsita relzases of radio-
nuclides for the cument candidate repository site. However, if we as-
sume that limits are developed along the lines of the 1995 Nalional
Academy of Sclences (MAS) reparl, “Technlcal Bases for Yucca Moun-
fain Standards,” and ihat in accordance with the Commission’s Wasle
Confidence Decision, 10 GFR 51.23, a repository can and Ilkely wiif be
developed at some site which will comply with such limits, peak doses
to virtually all Individua's will be 100 miliirem par year or less. However,
while the Commission has reascnable contidence that these assump-
tions will prove correct, there Is considerable uncertainly since the fimils
are yet to be develeped, no repository application has been completed
or reviewed, and uncenainty Is Inherent in the models used lo evaluale
possible pathways 1o the human esviranment. The NAS reporl Indicated
that 100 millirem per year should be considered as & starting point far
Timits for individual doses, but notes that some measure of consensus
exisis among national and intemational bodies that the imits should be
a fraciion of the 100 millirem per year. The lifefime individwal sk from
100 millirem annval dose [mit is about 3 x 103,

Eslimaling cumulative doses 1o populations over thousands of years Is
mere problematic, The likelihood and consequences of evenis that
could serlously compromise ihe Iniegrity of a deep gealogic repesitory
were evaluated by the Dapariment of Energy In the “Flnal Environ-
mental Impact Statement: Management of Commercially Generated Ra-
dicaciive Waste," Celober 1980. The evaluatfon estimaled the 70-year
whole-hody dose commitment to the maximum individua$ and to the re-
gional population resulting from several modes of breaching a reference
repository in the year of closure, atter 1,000 years, afler 100,000 years,
and after 100,000,000 years. Subsequently, the NRG and oiher federal
agencles have expended cansiderable ‘effort to develop modsls for the

. design and for the licensing of a high level waste repository, especially

for the candidate repository &t Yucca Mountaln. Mare meaningiul esii-

‘ males of doses to population may be possible in the future as more Is
understood about the performance of the proposed Yuceca Mounlain re-
pository. Such estimates would involve very great uncerlainty, espe-

- tially with respect o cumulativa popufation doses over thousands of
years. The standard proposed by the NAS is a limit on maximum indi-
vidual dose. The relatlonship of potential new regulatary requirements,
based on the NAS report, and cumulative population impacis has not
been determined, although the report arliculates the view that prolection
of Individuals will adequately prefect the peopulation for a repository at
Yucca Mounlain. However, EPA's generic repository standasds in 40
CFR part 191 generally provide an indication of the order of magnitude i
of sumulative tisk to populatien that could result from the Ecensing of a
Yucca Mountain repository, assuming the ultimate standerds wil ba
within the range of stendards now under consideration, The standards
in A0 CFR part 191 protect the population by imposing “containment re-
quirements” thak limit-the cumulative amount of vadipaciive material re-
laased over 10,000 years, Reporting perfomance standards that will be
required by EPA arg expecied to result in releases and associaled -
health consequences in the range between 10 and 100 prematura can-
cer deaths with an upper limit of 1,000 premature cancer deaths world-
wide for & 700,000 matric fonne (MTHM} repository.

Neverlheless, daspite all the uncertainty, some judgement as to the regu-
tatory NEPA Impiications of these malters should be made and it makes
no sense lo repeat the same judgement in every case. Even taking the
uncertalniles Inlo account, the Commission concludes that these Im-
pacls are acceptable in that these impacts would not be sulficiently
targe te require the NEPA conclusion, for any plant, that the optlon of .
extended operation under 10 CFR part 54 sheuld be eliminated. Ac-
cordingly, while the Gommission has not assigned a single level of sig-
nificance for the impacts of spent fuel and high fevet waste disposal,
ihis Issue is considered Gategory 1.

Nonragiological impacts of the ura- 1| SMALL, The nonsadiologicet Impacts of the uranium fuef cyole resulting
nium fusl cyclo, {rom the renewal of an operating license for any plant ace found to be
small.
- 66
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission Pt. 51, Subpt. A, App. B

TaBLE B—1—SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON NEPA [SSUES FOR LICENSE RENEWAL OF NUGLEAR POWER
PLANTS 1—Continued

lssue Galegory2 ) Findings 3

ey

Low-level waste storage and dis- SMALL, The comprebensive regulatory conirols that are In plage and the
pasal. tow public doses being achleved at reactors ensure that the radiologleal

impacts to the envimnment will remain small during the term of a re-

. newed license. The maximum addilonal on-site tand that may be re-
quired for low-level waste storage during the term of a renewed license
and associated impacls will be small. Nonradiological Impacts on alr
and water will be negligible. The radiclogicat and nonvadiclogical envi-
ronmentat impacts of long-term disposal of low-level waste from any In-
dividual plant at licensed sites are small. In addition, the Commission
concludes that there is teasonable assurance that sufliclent low-svel
waste disposal capacity will be made evalfable when needed for facili-
fles to be decommissioned consistent with NAG decommlssioning re-
quirements,

SMALL, The comprehensive regulatory controls and the facilities and pro-
cedures that are in place ensure preper handiing and storags, as well
as negligible doses and exposure to foxic materiats for the public and
the environment at all plants. License renewal wdil not increase the
small, conlinuing risk to human health and the environment posed by
mixed wasle ai all planis. The radiological and nonradicfegical environ-
mental Impacis of long-term dispesal of mixed waste from any Incividual
plant at licensed sites are small, In addition, the Commission conciudes
thet there Is reasonable assurancs ihat suMiclant mixed waste disposal
capacily will be made available when needed for lacilites to be decom-
missioned consisient with NRG decommissioning requirements.

SMALL. The expected increase in the volume of spent fuel from an addi-
tional 20 yeam of cperation can be safely accommodated on site with
small environmental effects through dry or pool sforage at afl plants if a
permanent repository or monitored satrisvable storage Is not available,

SMALL. No changes te generaling sysiems are antigipatad for license re-
newal. Facilities and procedures are In plage to ensure continued prop-
ar handling and dispesal at ail planis,

SMALL, The impacts of transponiing spent fuel enriched up 1o 5 percent

" uranlum-235 with average burnup for the peak rod lo current levels ap-

N proved by NRC up to 62,000 MWd/MTU end the cumulative impacts of

transporting high-lovel wasle to a single repository, such as Yucca

Mountain, Nevada are {ound to be consistent with the Impect values

contalned In 0 GFR 51.52{c), Surmmasy Table S—4—Environmental Im-

pact of Transporiation of Fuel and Waste to and from One Light-Waler-

Cooled Nuclear Power Reactor, If fuel enrichment or bumup conditions

ara not met, the applicant must submit an assessment of the Implics-

tions far the environmental impact values reported in §51.52.

pry

Mixed wasta slorage and disposa ...,

iy

Cn-site spent fuel w...cvoimemsrsiaens

s

Nonradiclogical waste ..

-

Transportaton ..

Decommissioning

Radialion QoSes ...mwwcmemmmorencin 1| SMALL. Doses to the public wil be well below applicable regulatory

. standards regardless of which decommissloning mathod Is used. Occu-
pational doses would increase no more than 1 man-rem caused by
. bulldup of long-ived radicnudlides during the licgnse renewal term.
Wasle management ... 1 | SMALL, Decommissioning at lhe end of & 20-year kcense renewal period
would generate no more solid wastes than at the end of the current li-
cense lerm, No increase In the quantittes of Class C or greater than
Glags C wastes would be expescted,
B e (1= —— 1 SMALL, Air quality Impacts of decommisslening are expacted 1o ba neg-
ligikle either at the end of the curient operating term of at the end of
the license renewal teim.
Water quality e st . 1 { SMALL. The potential for significant water qualily impacls from eresion of !
spills is no greater whethar decommissioning ocours after a 20-year -
cense rengwal pedod or after Lhe original 40-year operation period, and
measures are readily avallable to avoid such impacls.
Ecological rasourcas ... 1 | SMALL, Decommissioning aHer either the initial operating period or after a
20-year ficense renewal period Is not expected fo have any direct eco-
B loglcal impacts,
Soclossenemic FNPacts ..o vesman 1 { SMALL, Dacommissioning wolld have some short-term sotiosconomic

. impacts. The impacis would not be increased by delaying decommis-
sloning until the end of & 20-year relicense perod, but they might ba
decreasad by population and ecenemic growth,
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Pt. 52 10 CFR Ch. | (1-1-12 Edition)

TABLE B~1—SummaRY OF FINDINGS ON NEPA ISSUES FOR LICENSE RENEWAL OF NUCLEAR POWER
PLANTS T—Conlinued :

{ssus Calegory2 Fingings3

Envlronmental Justice

Envirgnmendal Justice® .....uvememnens 4NA | NONE. The need for and the content of an analysis of environmental jus-
tice will be addressed in plant-specific reviews.s )

1Data supporting this table are conained In NUREG—1437, "Generic Environmental lmpact Stafement for License Renewal of
Nuclear Plants™ {(May 1996) and NUREG-1437, Vol. 1, Addendum 1, "Generic Environmenlal Impact Statement for License Re-
newal of Nuclear Plants: Maln Report Section 8.3—'Transportation,’ Table 9.1 ‘Summary of findings on NEPA Issues for license
renewal of nuclear power plants,’ Flnal Report" (August 19999.

2The numerical enkies in this column are based on the foliowing category detinitions:

Category 1: Far the issue, the analysis reporied in the Generic Envirenmental Impact Statement has shown:

{1} The environmental lmpacls associated with the lssue have been determined %o apply either to afl plants or, for soma
issues, to planis having a speuific fype of cooling sysiem or other spesified plant or site characteristic; i

2y A single significance tevel {i.s., small, mederate, or large) has been assi?ned o the Imgacls {except for colieclive oft site
radiologleal impacts from the fuel cycle and from high level waste and spant fuel disposal); an

{3) Mitigalion of adverse Impacts assoclated with the fssue has been considared In the enalysls, and & has been determined
that additional plant-specific miligation measures are likely not to be suflicientty beneficial lo warrant imptementation,

The generic analysis of the issue may be adopted in each plant—g:ecific review.

Category 2: For the Issue, the analysls reported In the Generie Environmental lmpact Statement has shown thai one or more
of the criteria of Categorr 1 cannot be met, and tharelore addifonal plant-specific review is requirsd.

3The impact findings In this column are hased on ihe deflnifons of three slgnificence levels. Unless the slgnficance level is
identified as beneficial, the im?act Is adverse, or in the case of “emall,” may be negligible. The definflions of significance follow:

SMALL—For the issue, environmental effects are-not detectable or are o0 miner that they will nelther destabilize nor noliceably
alter any Imporlant attiibule of tha rescurce. For the purposes of assessing radiclogleal impacis, the Commission has concluded
thatdt{lu?ﬁ ir?p&cls that do not exceed permissitle levels In the Commission's regulations are considerad small as the term s
used in this table, .

tI}:ri‘C)E)EFiATE—For the issue, environmental effects are suificient o alter noticeatly, bul not 1o destabilize, Important aliribules
of the resource.

LARGE—Far the issue, envisonmental effects are clearly noflceable and are sufflcient to destabllize Imporant atiributes of the
resource,

.ﬂFur issizes where probability is a key conslderation {i.e., accident consequencss), probability was a factor in determining sig-
nificance. :

4NA (not applicable). The categorizatlon and impact finding definltions do not apply to these issues.

8[f, in the future, the Commissicn finds that, contrary to current indications, a consensus has been reached by approprate
Federal health agencies ihat there are adverse health sifects from eleciromagnetic filds, the Gommission will require epplicanis
to submit plant-speciic reviews of these heaith effects as part of their license renewal appilcations, Until such time, applicants for
license renewal are not required to submii information on ihis fssuse.

SEnvirenmental Justice was not addressed in NUREG-14387, "Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal
of Nuclear Planis,” because guidance for implementing Executive Order 126898 issued on February 11, 1994, was nol avaifatle
prior o completion of NUREG—1437, This issue will be addressed in Individual license renewal reviews,

[61 PR 66546, Dec, 18, 1056, as amended at 62 FR 69276, Nov. 3, 1997; 64 FR 48507, Sept. 3, 1069;
66 F'R, 39278, July 30, 2001] )

Subpart B [Reserved] Subpart A-—Edtly Site Permits

52,12 S f subpart.
PART 52—L|CENSES, CERT'F?" 52,13 R(;(I)a’ii?ign:]:lipp?g other subparts,

CATIONS, AND APPROVALS FOR 5215 Filing of applications,

NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS . 5216 Contents of applications; general in-
formation.
52,17 Contents of applications; technical in-
GENERAL PROVISIONS formation,
Sec. 62,18 Btandards for review of applications,
520 Scope; applicability of 10 GFR Ghapter §2.21 Administrative review of applications;
I provisions. haarings,
52,1 Definitions. 52,23 Referral to.the Advisory Committes
52,2 Interpretations. on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS).
52.3 Written communications, 52,24 Issuance of early site permit,
52,4 Deliberate misconduct. ) 52,25 Bxtent of activities permitted.
52.6 Employes protection. 52,26 Duration of permit.
53.6 Completeness and accuracy of informa- 52,27 Limited work aunthorization after
tion. igsuance of early site permit.
52.7 Bpecific exemptiona, 52,28 ‘Transfer of early site permit,
52,8 Combining licenses; elimination of rep- 5229 Application for renewal.
etition, b62.31 Criteria for renowal.
52,8 Jurisdictional limits. 52,33 Duration of renewal.
52,10 Attacks and destructive acts. 52.35 TUse of pite for other purposes.
52,11 Information collection reqnirements: 52,99 Finality of early site permit deter-
OMB approval. minations.
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10 C.F.R. PART 54—REQUIREMENTS FOR RENEWAL OF OPERATING LICENSES FOR NUCLEAR
POWER PLANTS '

General Provisions
§ 54.1 Purpose.

This part governs the issuance of renewed operating licenses and renewed combined licenses for nuclear power
plants licensed pursuant to Sections 103 or 104b of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and Title II ofthe
Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 1242),

§ 54.3 Definitions.

(a) As used in this part, Current licensing basis (CLB) is the set of NRC requirements applicable to a specific plant
and a licensee's written commitments for ensuring compliance with and operation within applicable NRC
requirements and the plant-specific design basis (including atl modifications and additions to such commitments
over the life of the license) that are docketed and in effect. The CLB includes the NRC regulations contained in 10
CFR parts 2, 19, 20, 21, 26, 30, 40, 50, 51, 52, 54, 55, 70, 72, 73, 100 and appendices thereto; orders; license
conditions; exemptions; and technical speczﬁcations It also includes the pIant-spectﬁc design-basis information
defined in 10 CFR 50.2 as documented in the most recent final safety analysis report (FSAR) as required by 10 CFR

- 50,71 and the licensee's commitments remaining in effect that were made in docketed licensing correspondence such
as licensee responses to NRC bulletins, generic letters, and enforcement actions, as well as licensee commitments
documented in NRC safety evaluations or lcensee event reports,

Integrated plant assessment (IPA) is a licensee assessment that demonstrates that a nuclear power plant facility's
structures and components requiring aging management review in accordance with § 54.21(a) for license renewal
have been identified and that the effects of aging on the functionality of such structures and components will be
managed to mnaintain the CLB such that there is an acceptable level of safety during the period of extended
operation,

Nuclear power plant means a nuclear powef facility of a type described in 10 CFR 50.21(b) or 50.22.

Renewed combined license means a combined license originally issued under part 52 of this chapter for which an
application for renewal is filed in accordance with 10 CFR 52.107 and issued under this part.

Time-limited aging analyses, for the purposes of this part, are those licensee calculations and analyses that:

(1) Involve systems, structures, and components within the scope of license renewal, as delineated in §
54.4(a);

(2) Consider the effects of aging;
(3) Involve time-limited assumptions defined by the current operating term, for example, 40 years;
(4) Were determined to be relevant by the licensee in making a safety determination;

(5) Involve conclusions or provide the basis for conclusions related to the capability of the system,
structure, and component to perform its intended functions, as delineated in § 54.4(b); and

(6) Are contained or incorporated by reference in the CLB.

(b) All other terms in this part have the same meanings as set out in 10 CFR 50.2 or Section 11 of the
Atomic Energy Act, as applicable,

§ 54.4 Scope.
(a) Plant systems, structures, and components within the scope of this part are--

(1) Safety-related systems, structures, and components which are those relied upon to remain functional
during and following design-basis events (as defined in 10 C¥R 50.49 (b)(1)) to ensure the following
functions—
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(i) The integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary;
(if) The capability to shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe shutdown condition; or

(ifi) The capability to prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents which could result in
potential offsite exposures comparable to those referred to in § 50.34(a)(1), § 50.67(b)(2), or §
100.11 of this chapter, as applicable.

(2) All nonsafety-related systems, structures, and components whose failure could prevent satisfactory
accomplishment of any of the functions identified in paragraphs (a)(1)(i), (ii), or (iii) of this section.

(3) All systems, structures, and components relied on in safety analyses or plant evaluations to perform a
function that demonstrates compliance with the Commission's regulations for fire protection (10 CFR
50.48), environmental qualification (10 CFR 50.49), pressurized thermal shock (10 CFR 50.61), anticipated
transients without scram (10 CFR 50.62), and station blackout (10 CFR 50.63).

(b) The intended functions that these systems, structures, and components must be shown to fulfill in § 54.21 are
those functions that are the bases for including them within the scope of license renewal as specified in paragraphs
{@)(1) - (3) of this section.

§ 54.5 Interpretations.

Except as specifically authorized by the Commission in writing, no interpretation of the meaning of the regulationé
in this part by any officer or employee of the Commission other than a written interpretation by the General Counsel
will be recognized to be binding upon the Commission. ‘

§ 54.7 Written Communications,

All applications, correspondence, reports, and other written communications shall be filed in accordance with
applicable portions of 10 CFR 50.4,

§ 54.9 Information collection requirements: OMB approval.

(a) The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has submitted the information collection requirements contained in this
part to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for approval as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act (44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). The NRC may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a collection
of information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number. OMB has approved the information
collection requirements contained in this part under control number 3150-0155. ,

(b) The approved information requirements contained in this part appear in §§ 54.13, 54.15, 54.17, 54.19, 54.21,
54.22,54.23, 54.33, and 54.37.

§ 54.11 Public Inspection of Applications.

Applications and documents submitted to the Commission in connection with renewal applications may be made
available for public inspection in accordance with the provisions of the regulations contained in 10 CER Part 2.

§ 54.13 Completeness and Accuracy of Information.

(a) Information provided to the Commission by an applicant for a renewed license or information required by statute
or by the Commission's regulations, orders, or license conditions to be maintained by the applicant must be complete
and accurate in all material respects. :

(b) Each applicant shall notify the Commission of information identified by the applicant as having, for the
regulated activity, a significant implication for public health and safety or common defense and security. An
applicant violates this paragraph only if the applicant fails to notify the Commission of information that the
applicant has identified as having a significant implication for public health and safety or common defense and
security. Notification must be provided to the Administrator of the appropriate regional office within 2 working days
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of identifying the information. This recuirement is not applicable to information that is already reﬁuired 10 be
provided to the Commission by other reporting or updating requirements.

§ 54.15 Specific Exemptions.

Exemptions from the requirements of this part may be granted by the Commission in accordance with 10 CFR.
50.12.

§ 54.17 Filing of Application,

(a) The filing of an application for a renewed license must be in accordance with Subpart A of 10 CFR Part 2 and 10
CFR 50.4 and 50.30.

(b) Any person who is a citizen, national, or agent of a foreign country, or any corporation, or other entity which the
Commission knows or has reason to know is owned, controlled, or dominated by an alien, a foreign corporation, or a
foreign government, is ineligible to apply for and obtain a renewed license.

(¢) An application for a renewed license may not be submitted to the Commission earlier than 20 years before the
expiration of the operating license or combined license currently in effect.

(d) An applicant may combine an application for a renewed license with applications for other kinds of licenses.

(e) An application may incorporate by reference information contained in previous applications for licenses or
license amendments, statements, correspondence, or reports filed with the Commission, provided that the references
. are clear and specific.

(f) If the application contains Restricted Data or other defense information, it must be prepared in such a manner that
all Restricted Data and other defense information are separated from unclassified information in accordance with 10
CER 50.33(j). o

() As part of its application, and in any event before the receipt of Res(ricted Data or classified National Security
Information or the issuance of a renewed license, the applicant shall agree in writing that it will not permit any
individual to have access to or any facility to possess Restricted Data or classified National Security Information
until the individual and/or facility has been approved for such access under the provisions of 10 CFR Parts 25 and/or
95. The agreement of the applicant in this regard shall be deemed part of the renewed license, whether so stated
therein or not.

§ 54.19 Contents of Application--General Information.

(a) Each application must provide the information specified in 10 CFR 50.33(a) through (¢), (h), and (i).
Alternatively, the application may incorporate by reference other documents that provide the information required
by this section. -

(b) Each application must include conforming changes to the standard indemnity agreement, 10 CFR 140.92,
Appendix B, to account for the expiration term of the proposed renewed license,

§ 54.21 Contents of Application--Technical Information,
Each application must contain the following information:
(a) An integrated plant assessment (IPA). The IPA must--

(1) For those systems, structures, and components within the scope of this part, as delineated in § 54.4,
identify and list those structures and components subject to an aging management review. Structures and
components subject to an aging management review shall encompass those structures and components--

(i) That perform an intended function, as described in § 54.4, without moving parts or without a
change in configuration or properties. These structures and components include, but are not
limited to, the reactor vessel, the reactor coolant system pressure boundary, steam generators, the
pressurizer, piping, pump casings, valve bodies, the core shroud, component supports, pressure
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retaining boundaries, heat exchangers, ventilation ducts, the containment, the containment liner,
electrical and mechanical penetrations, equipment hatches, seismic Category 1 structures, electrical
cables and connections, cable trays, and electrical cabinets, excluding, but not limited to, pumps
(except casing), valves (except body), motors, diesel generators, air compressors, snubbers, the
control rod drive, ventilation dampers, pressure transmitters, pressure indicators, water level
indicators, switchgears, cooling fans, transistors, batteries, breakers, relays, switches, power
inverters, circuit boards, battery chargers, and power supplies; and

(ii) That are not subject to replacement based on a qualified life or specified time period.
(2) Describe and justify the methods vsed in paragraph (a)(1) of this section.

(3) For each structure and component identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section, demonstrate that the
effects of aging will be adequately managed so that the intended fimetion(s) will be maintained consistent
with the CLB for the period of extended operation,

{b) CLB changes during NRC review of the application. Each year following submittal of the license renewal
application and at least 3 months before scheduled complétion of the NRC review, an amendment to the renewal
application must be submitted that identifies any change to the CLB of the facility that materially affects the
contents of the license renewal application, including the FSAR supplement.

(c) An evaluation of time-limited aging analyses.

(1) A list of time-limited aging analyses, as defined in § 54.3, must be provided. The applicant shall
demonstrate that--

(1) The analyses remain valid for the period of extended operation;
(if) The analyses have been projected to the end of the period of extended operation; or

(ili) The effects of aging on the intended function(s) will be adequately managed for the period of
extended operation.

(2) A list must be provided of plant-specific exemptions granted pursuant to 10 CFR 50.12 and in effect
that are based on time-limited aging analyses as defined in § 54.3. The applicant shall provide an evaluation
that justifies the continuation of these exemptions for the period of extended operation.

(d) An FSAR supplement. The FSAR supplement for the facility must contain a summary description of the
programs and activities for managing the effects of aging and the evaluation of time-limited aging analyses for the
period of extended operation determined by paragraphs (a) and (c) of this section, respectively. :

§ 54.22 Contents of Application--Technical Specifications.

Each application must include any technical specification changes or additions necessary to manage the effects of
aging during the period of extended operation as part of the renewal application. The justification for changes or
additions to the technical specifications must be contained in the license renewal application.

§ 54.23 Contents of Application--Environmentél Information.

Each application must include a supplement to the envn‘onmental report that complies with the requirements of
Subpart A of 10 CFR Part 51. :

§ 54,25 Report of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards.

Each renewal application will be referred to the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards for a review and report.
Any report will be made part of the record of the application and made available to the public, except to the extent
that security classification prevents dlsciosure
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§ 54.27 Hearings,

A notice of an opportunity for a hearing will be published in the Federal Register in accordance with 10 CFR
2,105, In the absence of a request for a hearing filed within 30 days by a person whose interest may be affected, the
Commission may issue a renewed operating license or renewed combined license without a hearing upon 30-day
notice and publication in the Federal Register of its intent to do so.

§ 54.29 Standards for Issuance of a Renewed License,

A renewed license may be issued by the Commission up to the full term authorized by § 54.31 if the Commission
finds that: '

(a) Actions have been identified and have been or will be taken with respect to the matters identified in Paragraphs
(a)(1} and (a)(2) of this section, such that there is reasonable assurance that the activities authorized by the renewed
license will continue fo be conducted in accordance with the CLB, and that any changes made to the plant's CLB in
order to comply with this paragraph are in accord with the Act and the Commission's regulations. These matiets are;

(1} managing the effects of aging during the period of extended operation on the functionality of structures
and components that have been identified to require review under § 54.21(a)(1); and

(2) time-limited aging analyses that have been identified to require review under § 54.21(c).
(b) Any applicable requirements of Subpart A of 10 CFR Part 51 have been satisfied.
(c) Any matters raised under § 2.335 have been addressed,

§ 54.30 Matters Not Subject to a Renewal Review.

{(a) If the reviews required by § 54.21 (a) or (¢} show that there is not reasonable assurance during the current license
term that licensed activities will be ¢onducted in accordance with the CLB, then the licensee shall take measures
under its current license, as appropriate, to ensure that the intended function of those systems, structures or
components will be maintained in accordance with the CLLB throughout the term of its current license.

{b) The licensee's compliance with the obligation under Paragraph (a) of this section to take measures under its
current license is not within the scope of the license renewal review.

§ 54.31 Issuance of a Renewed License.

(a) A renewed license will be of the class for which the operating license or combined license currently in effect was
issued.

(b} A renewed license will be issued for a fixed period of time, which is the sum of the additional amount of time
beyond the expiration of the operating license or combined license (not to exceed 20 years) that is requested in a
renewal application plus the remaining number of years on the operating license or combined license currently in
ctfect. The term of any renewed license may not exceed 40 years,

(c) A renewed license will become effective immediately upon its issuance, thereby superseding the operating
license or combined license previously in effect. If a renewed license is subsequently-set aside upon further
administrative or judicial appeal, the operating license or combined license previously in effect will be reinstated
unless it term has expired and the renewal application was not filed in a timely manner,

{d) A renewed license may be subsequently renewed in accordance with all applicable requirements.

§ 54.33 Continunation of CLB and Conditions of Renewed License.

(a) Whether stated therein or not, each renewed license will contain and otherwise be subject to the conditions set
forth in 10 CFR 50.54.

(b) Each renewed license will be issued in such form and contain such conditions and limitations, including
technical specifications, as the Commission deems appropriate and necessary to help ensure that systems, structures,
and components subject to review in accordance with § 54.21 will continue to perform their intended functions for
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the petiod of extended operation. In addition, the renewed license will be issued in such form and contain such
conditions gnd limitations as the Commission deems appropriate and necessary to help ensure that systems,
structures, and components associated with any time-limited aging analyses will continue to perform their intended
functions for the period of extended operation.

(c) Each renewed license will include those conditions to protect the environment that were imposed pursuant to 10
CFR 50.36b and that are part of the CLB for the facility at the time of issuance of the renewed license. These
conditions may be supplemented or amended as necessary to protect the environment during the term of the renewed
license and will be derived from information contained in the supplement to the environmental report submitted
pursuant to 10 CFR Part 51, as analyzed and evaluated in the NRC record of decision. The conditions will identify
the obligations of the licensee in the environmental area, including, as appropriate, requirements for reporting and
recordkeeping of environmental data and any conditions and monitoring requirements for the protection of the
nonaquatic environment.

(d) The licensing basis for the renewed license includes the CLB, as defined in § 54.3(a); the inclusion in the
licensing basis of mafters such as licensee commitments does not change the legal status of those matters unless
specifically so ordered pursuant to paragraphs (b) or (¢) of this section.

§ 54.35 Requirements During Term of Renewed License,

During the term of a renewed license, licensees shall be subject to and shall continue to comply with all Commission
regulations contained in 10 CFR parts 2, 19, 20, 21, 26, 30, 40, 50, 51, 52, 54, 55,70, 72, 73, and 100, and the
appendices to these parts that are applicable to holders of operating licenses or combined licenses, respectively.

§ 54.37 Additional Records and Recordkeeping Requirements.

(a) The licensee shall retain in an auditable and retrievable form for the term of the renewed operating license or
renewed combined license all information and documentation required by, or otherwise necessary to document
compliance with, the provisions of this part.

(b) After the renewed license is issued, the FSAR update required by 10 CFR 50.71(e) must include any systems,
structures, and components newly identified that would have been subject to an aging management review or
evaluation of time-limited aging analyses in accordance with § 54.21. This FSAR update must describe how the
effects of aging will be managed such that the intended function(s) in § 54.4(b) will be effectively maintained during
the period of extended operation,

§ 54,41 Violations.

{(a) The Commission may obtain an injunction or other court order to prevent a violation of the provisions of the
following acts--

(1) The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.
(2) Title II of the Energy Reorganizdtion Act of 1974, as amended or
(3) A regulation or order issued pursuant to those acts.

{b) The Commission may obtain a court order for the payment of a civil penalty imposed under Section 234 of the
Atomic Energy Act--

(1) For violations of the following--

(i) Sections 53, 57, 62, 63, 81, 82, 101, 103, 104, 107, or 109 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended;

(if) Section 206 of the Energy Reorganization Act;

(iii) Any rule, regulation, or order issued pursuant to the sections specified in paragraph (b)(1)(i)
of this section; :

(iv) Any term, condition, or limitatiori of any lcense issued under the sections specified in
paragraph (b)(1)(i) of this section.
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(2) For any violation for which a license may be revoked under Section 186 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended.

§ 54.43 Criminal Penalties,

() Section 223 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, provides for criminal sanctions for willful violations
of, attempted violation of, or conspiracy to violate, any regulation issued under sections 161b, 1611, or 1610 of the
Act, For purposes of section 223, all the regulations in Part 54 are issued under one or more of sections 161b, 161i,
or 1610, except for the sections listed in paragraph (b) of this section.

. (b) The regulations in Part 54 that are not issued under Sections 161b, 161i, or 1610 for the purposes of Section 223
are as follows: §§ 54.1, 54.3, 54.4, 54.5, 54.7, 54.9, 54,11, 54.15, 54.17, 54.19, 5421, 54.22, 54.23, 54.25, 54.27,
54.29, 5431, 54.41, and 54.43.
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

10 CFR Part 51
RiN 3150-AD63

Environmental Review for Renewal of
Nuclear Power Plant Operating
Licenses

. AGENGY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission,
_ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) is.amending its
regulations regarding environmental
protection regulations for domestic
licensing and related regulatory
functions to establish new requirements
for the environmental review of
applications to renew the operating
licenses of nuclear power plants. The
amendment defines those
environmental impacts for which a
generic analysis has been performed
that will be adopted in plant-specific
reviews for license renewal and those
environmental irnpacts for which plant-
specific analyses are to be performed.

The amendment improves regulatory
efficiency fn environmental reviews for
license renewal by drawing on the
considerable experience of operating
nuclear power reactors to generically
assess many of the environmental
impacts that are likely to be associated
with license renewal. The amendment
also eliminates consideration of the
need for generating capacity and of
utility economics from the
environmental reviews because these
matters are under the regulatory
jurisdiction of the States and are not
necessary for the NRC’s understanding
of the environmental consequences of a
license renewal decision.

The increased regulatory efficiency
will result in lower costs to both the
applicant in preparing a renewal
application and to the NRC for

" reviewing plant-specific applications

and hetter focus of review resources on
significant case specific concerns. The
results should be a more focused and
therefore a more effective NEPA review
for éach license renewal. The
amendment will also provide the NRC
with the flexibility to address
unreviewed impacts at the site-specific
stage of review and allow full
consideration of the environmental
impacts of license renewal.

The NRC is soliciting public comment
on this rule for a period of 30 days. In
developing any comment specific
attention should be given to the
treatment of low-level waste storage and
disposal impacts, the cumulative
radiological effects from the uranium
fuel cycle, and the effects from the
disposal of high-leve! waste and spent
fuel,

DATES: Absent a defermination by the
NRC that the rule should be modified,
based on comments received, the final
rule shall be effective on August 5,
1996, The comment period expires on
July 5, 1996.

ADDRESSES: Send comments to: The
Secretary of the Commission, U.5.
Nuclear Regulatory Commnission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001, Atiention:
Docketing and Services Branch, or hand
deliver comments to the Office of the
Secretary, One White Flint North, 11555
Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland
between 7:30 am, and 4;15 p.m. on
Federal workdays. Copies of comments
received and all documents cited in the
supplementary information may be

examined at the NRC Public Document -

Room, 2120 L Street NW. (Lower Level),
Washington, DC between the hours of
7:45 a.m. and 4:15 p.m. on Federal
workdays.

" FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTAGT:

Donald P. Cleary, Office of Nuclear
Regulatory Research, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555-0001, telephone: {301} 415--
6263; e-mail BPC@nrc.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. Introduction
II, Rulemaking History
111, Analysis of Public Comments
A. Commenters
B. Procedural Concerns
1. Public Participation and the Periodic
Assessment of the Rule and GEIS
2. Economic Costs and Cosi-Benefit
Balancing
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3. Need for Generating Capacity and
Alternative Energy Sources

C. Technical Concerns

1, Category and Impact Magnitude
Definitions

2. Surface Water Quality

3. Aquatic Ecology

4. Groundwater Use and Quality

5. Terrestrial Ecology

6. Human Health

7. Socioeconomics

8. The Uranium Fuel Cycle and Selid
Waste Management

9. Accidents

10, Decommissioning

11, Need for Generating Capamty

12, Alternatives to License Renewal

13. License Renewal Scenario

14, Environmental Justice

IV. Discussion of Regulatory Requirements '

A. General Requirements
B. The Environmental Report
1. Environmental Impacts of License
" Renewal
2. Consideration of Alternatives :
C. Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement
1. Public Scoping and Public Comments on
the SEIS
2. Commission's Analysis and Preliminary
Recommendation
3. Final Supiplemental Environmental
Impact Statement
D. NEPA Review for Activities Outside
NRC ILicense Renewal Approved Scope
V. Availability of Documents
V1, Submittal of Comments in an Electronic
Format
VI, Finding of No Significant Environmental
Impact Availability
VIIE Paperwork Reduction Act Statement
IX, Regulatory Analysis ‘
X. Regulatory Flexibility Act Certification
X1. Smalt Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act
XI1I. Backfit Analysis

I. Introduction

The Commission has amended its
environmental protection regulations in
10 CFR part 51 to improve the efficlency
of the process of environmental review
for applicants seeking to renew an
operating license for up to an additional
20 years. The amendments are based on
the analyses conducted for and reported
in NUREG-1437, “Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants™
(May 1996). The Commission’s initial
decision to undertake a generic
assessment of the environmental
impacts assoclated with the renewal of -
a nuclear power plant operating license
was motivated by its beliefs thai:

(1) License renewal will involve
nuclear power plants for which the
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environmental impacts of operation are
well understood as a result of data
evaluated from operating experience to
date;

(2) Activitles associated with license
renewal are expected to be within this
range of operating experience, thus
environmental impacts can be
reasonably predicied; and

{3) Changes in the environment
around nuclear power plants are gradual

- and predictable with respect to
characteristics important to
environmental impact analyses.

" Although this amendment is
consistent with the generic approach
and scope of the proposed amendment
published on September 17, 1991 (56 FR
47016), several significant modifications
have been made in response to the
public comments received. The
proposed amendment would have
codified the findings reached in the
draft generic environmental impact
statement (GELS) as well as certain
procedural requirements, The draft GEIS
established the bounds and significance
of potential environmental impacis at
118 light-water nuclear power reactors
that, as of 1991, were licensed to operate
or were expected to be licensed in the
future.

All potential environmental impacts
and other matters treated by the NRC in
an environmental review of nuclear
power plants were identified and
combined into 104 discrete issues. For
each issue, the NRC staff established
generice findings encompassing as many
nuclear power plants as possible. These
findings would have been codified by
the proposed amendment. Of the 104
issues reviewed for the proposed rule,
the staff determined that 80 issues could

. be adequately addressed generically and
wotld not have been reviewed in plant-
specific license renewal reviews. For 22
of the issues, it was found that the issue
was adequately addressed for some but
not all plants. Therefore, a plant-specific
review would be required to determine
whether the plant is covered by the
generic review or whether the issue
must be assessed for that plant. The
propoesed amendment provided
guidance on the application of these
findings at the site-specific license
renewal stage. For the two remaining
issues, it was found that the issue was
not generically addressed for any plant,
and thus a plant-specific review would
have been required for all plants.

Other major features of the proposed
amendment included a conditional
finding of a favorable cost-benefit
balance for license renewal and a
provision for the use of an
environmental assessment that would
address only those issues requiring

plant-specific review, A finding of no
significant impact would have resulted
in a favorable cost-benefit balance for
that plant. If a finding of no significant
impact could not be made for the plant,
there would have to have been a
determination as to whether the impacts
found in the environmental assessment
were sufficient to overturn the
conditional cost-benefit balance found
in the rule. :
Although the final amendments to 10
CFR part 51 maintain the same generic
approach used in the proposed rule,
there are several modifications, The final
amendments to 10 CFR part 51 now
contain 92 issues. The réduction of the
number of issues from 104 in the
proposed rule to 82 in the final rule is
due to (1) the elimination from the
review of the consideration of the need
for electric power and assoclated
generating capacity and of the direct
economic benefits and costs associated
with electric power, (2) removing
alternatives as an issue from Table B-1
and addressing review requirements
only in the text of the rule, (3)
combining the five severe accident
issues used in the proposed rule into
one issue, (4) eliminating several
regional economic issues under
socioeconomics that are not directly
related to environmental impacts, (3)
making minor changes to the grouping
of issues under aquatic ecology and
groundwater, (6} identifying collective
offsite radiological impacts associated
with the fuel cycle and all impacts of
high level waste and spent fuel disposal
as separate issues, and (7) adding
environmental justice as an issue for

-consideration,

Of the 92 issues in the final rule, 68
issues were found to be adequately
addressed in the GEIS, and therefore,
additional assessment will not be
required in a plant-specific review.
Twenty-four issues were found to
require additional assessment for at
least some plants at the {ime of the
license renewal review. In the final rule,
the 2 issues in the proposed rule that
would have required review for all
plants are now included in the set of 24
issues of the final rule.

Public comments on the adequacy of
the analysis for each issue were
considered by the NRC staff. Any
changes to the analyses and findings
that were determined to be warranted
were made in the final GEIS and
incorporated in the rule. Several
changes were made to the procedural
features of the proposed rule in
response to comments by the Council on
Envircnmental Quality, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and a
number of State agencies, First, the NRC
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will prepare a supplemental site-
specific environmental impact
statement (SEIS), rather than an
environmental assessment (as initially
proposed}, for each Heense renewal
application. The SEIS will be issued for
public comment as part of the
individual plant review process. The
NRC will delay any conclusions
regarding the acceptability of the overall
impacts of the license renewal until
completion of the site-specific review.
In addition, the SEIS will be prepared
in accordance with existing public
scoping requirements. The NRC will
also review and consider any new and
significant information presented during
the review of individual license renewal
applications, In addition, any person
may challenge the validity of the
conclusions codified in the rule by
filing a petition for rulemaking pursuant
to 10 CFR 2.802. Finally, the NRC will
review the rule and the GEIS on a
schedule that allows revisions, if
required, every 10 years. This review
will be initiated approximately 7 years
after the completion of the previous
revision cycle,

In addition to the changes involving
public participation, this final rule also
contains several changes regarding the
scope of analysis and conclusions in the
rule and GEIS. The conditional cost-
benefit balance has been removed from
the GEIS and the rule. In place of the
cost-benefit balancing, the NRC will use
a new standard that will require a
determination of whether or not the
adverse environmental impacts of
license renewal are so great, compared
with the set of alternatives, that
preserving the option of license renewal
for future decisionmakers would be.
unreasonable. The final amendment also
eliminates NRC's consideration of the
need for generating capacity and the
preparation of power demand forecasts
for license renewal applications. The
NRC acknowledges the primacy of State
regulators and utility officials in
defining energy requirements and
determining the energy mix within their
jurisdictions. Therefore, the issue of
need for power and generating capacity
will no longer be considered in NRC’s
license renewal decisions. The final
GFIS has been revised to include an
explicit statement of purpose and need
for license renewal consistent with this
acknowledgment. Lastly, the final rule
has eliminated the consideration of
utility economics from license renewal
reviews under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
except when such benefifs and costs are
either essential for a determination
regarding the Inclusion of an alternative
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in the range of alternatives considered
or relevant to mitigation, These and
other features of the final rule are
explained in detail below.

The NRC is soliclting public comment
on this rule for a period of 30 days. In -
developing any comment specific
attention should be given to the
treatment of low-level waste storage and
disposal impacts, the cumulative
radiological effects from the uraniom
fuel cycle, and the effects from the
disposal of high-level waste and spent
fuel. Absent a determination by the NRC
that the rule should be modified, based
on comments teceived, the final rule
shall be effective on August 5, 1996,

II. Rulemalking History

In 1986, the NRC initiated a program
to develop license renewal regulations
and associated regulatery guidance in
anticipation of applications for the
renewal of nuclear power plant
operating licenses. A selicitation for
comments on the development of a
policy statement was published in the
Federal Register on November 6, 1986
{51 FR 40334). However, the
Commission decided to forgo the
development of a policy statement and
to proceed directly to rulemaking. An

" advance notice of proposed rulemaking
was published on August 29, 1988 (53
FR 32919), Subsequently, the NRC
determined that, in addition to the-
development of license renewal
regulations focused on the protection of
health and safety, an amendment to its
environmental protection regulations in
10 CFR part 51 was warranted.

On October 13, 1989 (54 FR 41980),
the NRC published a notice of its intent
to hold a public workshop on license
renewal on November 13 and 14, 1989,
One of the workshop sessions was
devoted to the environmental issues
associated with license renewal and the
possible merit of amending 10 CFR part
51, The workshop is summarized in
NUREG/CP-0108, “Proceedings of the
Public Workshop on Nuclear Power
Plant License Renewal” (April 1990).
Responses to the public comments
submitted after the workshop are
summarized in NUREG-1411,
“Response to Public Commenis
Resulting from the Public Workshop on
Nuclear Power Plant License Renewal”’
(July 1990).

On July 23, 1990, the NRC published
an advance notice of proposed
rulemaking (55 FR 29964} and a notice
of Intent to prepare a generic
environmental impact statement (55 FR
29967). The proposed rule was
published on September 17, 1991 (56 FR
47016). The same Federal Register
notice described the supporiing

documents that were available and
announced a public workshop to be
held on November 4-5, 1991, The
supporting documents for the proposed
rule included:

(1) NUREG-1437, “'Draft Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for.

_ License Renewal of Nuclear Plants"

(August 1991);

%NUR.EG 1440, “Regulatory
Analysis of Proposed Amendments to
Regulations Concerning the
Environmental Review for Renewal of
Nuclear Power Plant Operating
Licenses: Draft Report for Comment”
August 1991);

(3% Draft Regulatory Gulde DG-4002,
Proposed Supplement 1 to Regulatory
Guide 4.2, “Guidance for the
Preparation of Supplemental
Environmental Reports in Support of an
Application To Renew a Nuclear Power
Station Operating License” {August
1991); ancl

{4) NUREG-1429, “Environmental
Standard Review Plan for the Review of
License Renewal Applications for
Nuclear Power Plants: Draft Report for
Comment” {August 1991);

After the comment period, the NRC
exchanged letters with the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
to address their concerns about
procedural aspects of the propaosed rule.
The Commisston also decided that the
staff should discuss with the States the
concerns raised in comments by a
number of States that certain features of
the proposed rule conflicted with State
regulatory authority over the need for
power and utility economics. To
facilitate these discussions, the NRC
staff developed an options paper
entitled ' Addressing the Concerns of
States and Others Regarding the Role of
Need for Generatirig Capacity,
Alternative Energy Sources, Utility
Costs, and Cost-Benefit Analysis in NRC
Environmental Reviews for Rellcensing
Nuclear Power Plants: An NRC Staff
Discussion Paper.” A Federal Register
notice published on Jaruary 18, 1994
(59 FR 2542} announced the scheduling
of three reglonal workshops during
February- 1994 and the availability of the
options paper, A fourth public meeting
on the State concerns was held in May
1994 in order for the NRC staffto better
understand written proposals that had
been submitted by two industry
organizations after the regional
workshops. After considering the
comments from the workshops and the
written comments, the NRC staff issued
a proposed supplement to the proposed
rule published on July 25, 1994 (59 FR
37724), that it believed would resolve
the States’ concerns regarding the
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Commission's consideration of need for
power and utility economics, Comments
were requested on this proposal. The
discussion below contains an analysis of
these comments and other comments
submitted in response to the proposed
rule.

III, Analysis of Public Cemments

The analysis of public comments and
the NRC’s responses to these comments
are documented in NUREG-1529,
"“Public Comments on the Proposed 10
CFR part 51 Rule for Renewal of Nuclear
Power Plant Operating Licenses and
Supperting Documents: Review of
Concerns and NRC Staff Response”
{May 1996}. The extent of comments
recelved during the various stages of the
rulemaking process and the principal
concerns raised by the commenters,
along with the corresponding NRC
responses to these concerns, are
discussed below.

A. Commenters

In response to the Federal Register
notice on the proposed rule published
on September 17, 1991 (56 FR 47016},
68 organizations and 49 private citizens
submitted written comments, The 68
organizations included 5 Federal
agencies; 26 State, regional, and local
agencles; 19 nuclear industry
organizations and engineering firms; 3
law firms; and 15 public interest groups.
Before the close of the initial comment
period, the NRC conducted a 2-day
workshop on November 4-5, 1981, in
Arlington, Virginia, to discuss the
proposed rule. Representattves from
Federal agencies, State agencies,
utilities, engineering firms, law firms,
and public interest groups attended the
workshop. Workshop panelists included
the NRC staff as well as representatives
from:the Department of Energy (DOE),
Department of Interior (DOI),
Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ), several State agencies,
the nuclear industry, and public interest .
groups.

In February 1994, the NRC conducted
three public meetings to solicit views on
the NRC staff's options for addressing
the need for generating capacity,
alternative energy sources, economic
costs, and cost-benefit analysis in the
proposed rule, The infent to hold public
meetings and the availability of the
options paper was noticed in the
Federal Register on January 12, 1994
(59 FR 2542). Written commenis were
also solicited on the optiens paper., The
public meetings were held in Rockville,
Maryland; Rosemont, {llinois; and
Chicopee, Massachuseits.
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Representatives from several States, the
National Association of Regulatory
Utility Commissioners (NARUC), the
nuclear indusiry, and public interest
groups actively participated. Nineteen
separate written comments were also
submitted, primarily by the States and
the nuclear industry. In their submittals,
the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI),
formierly known as the Nuclear
Management and Resources Council
{NUMARC), and Yankee Atomic Electric
Company (YAEC) each proposed an
approach to handling the issues of need
for generating capacity and alternative
energy sources in the rule. For the NRC
staff to better understand these
proposals, an additional public meeting
was held with NEI and YAEC on May
16, 1994, in Rockville, Maryland.

After considering the public
comments on the NRC staff's options
paper, the NRC issued a proposed
supplement to the proposed rule; it was
published in the Federal Register on
July 25, 1994 (59 FR 37724). The
proposed supplement set forth the NRC
staff's approach to the treatment of need
for generating capacity and alternative
energy sources, as well as the staff’s
revision to the purpose of and need for
the proposed action (i.e., license
renewal), which was intended to satisfy
the Staies' concerns and to meet NEPA
requirements. Twenty separate written
comments were recelved In response to
this solicitation from Federal and State
agencies, the nuclear industry, a public
_ interest group, and two private citizens,

B. Procedural Concerns

The commenters on the proposed rule
raised significant concerns regarding the
following procedural aspects of the rule:

(1) State and public participation in
the license renewal process and the
periodic assessment of the GEIS
findings;

{2) The use of economic costs and

cost-benefit balancing; and

(3) Consideration of the need for
generating capacity and alternative
energy sources in the environmental
review of license renewal applications.

Each of these concerns and the NRC
response is discussed below,

1, Public Participation and the Periodic
Assessment of the Rule and the GEIS

Concern, Many commenters criticlzed
the draft GEIS finding that 80 of 104
environmental issues could be
generically applied to all plants and,
therefore, would not be subject to plant-
specific review at the time of license
renewal. As a consequence, these
commenters believe they are being
denied the opportunity to participate in
the license renewal process, Moreover,

they pointed out that the site-specific
nature of many important
environmental issues does not justify a
generic finding, particularly when the
finding would have been made 20 years
in advance of the decision to renew an
operating license. The commenters
believe that only a site-specific EIS to
support a license renewal decision
would satisfy NEPA requirements,

Federal and State agencies questioned
how new scientific information could be
folded into the GEIS findings because
the GEIS would have been performed so
far in advance of the actual renewal of
an operating license. There were
differing views on exactly how the NRC
should address this question. A group of
commenters, including CEQ and EPA,
noted that the rigidity of the proposed
rule hampers the NRC's ability to
respond to new information or to
different environmental issues not listed
in the proposed rule. They believe that
incorporation of new information can
only be achieved through the process of
amending the rules. One commenter
recommended that, if the NRC decides
to pursue the approach of making
generic findings based on the GEIS, the
frequency of review and update should
be specifically stated in the rule.
Recommendations on the frequency of
the review ranged from 2 years to 5
years, '

Response. In SECY-93-032, February
9, 1993, the NRC staff reported to the
Commission their discussions with CEQ
and EPA regarding the concerns these
agencies raised, which were also raised
by other corpmenters, about limiting
public cominent and the consideration
of significant new information in
individual license rencwal
environmental reviews. The focus of the
commenters concerns is the limited
nature of the site-specific reviews
contemplated under the proposed rule.
In respomnse, the NRC has reviewed the
generic conclusions in the draft rule,

" expanded the opportunity for site-

specific review, and confirmed that
what remains as generic is so. Also, the
framework for ¢onsideration of
significant new information has been
revised and expanded,

The major changes adopted as a result
of these discussions are as follows:

1, The NRC will prepare a
supplemental site-specific EIS, rather
than an environmental assessment (as
initially proposed), for each license
renewal application. This SEIS will be

“a supplement to the GEIS. Additionally,

the NRC will review comments on the
draft SEIS and determine whether such
comments introduce new and
significant informaiion not considered
in the GEIS analysis, All comments on
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the applicability of the analyses of
impacts codified in the rule and the
analysis contained in the draft
supplemental EIS will be addressed by
NRC in the final supplemental EIS in
accordance with 40 CFR 1503.4,
regardless of whether the comment 1s
directed to impacts in Category 1 or 2.
Such comments will be addressed in the
followmg manner: .

a. NRC's response to a comment
regarding the applicability of the
analysis of an impact codified in the
rule to the plant in question may be a
statement and explanation of its view
that the analysis is adequate including,
if applicable, consideration of the
significance of new information. A
commenter dissatisfied with such a
response may file a petition for
rulemaking under 10 CFR 2.802. If the
commenter is successful in persuading
the Commission that the new
information does indicate that the
analysis of an impact codified in the
rule 1s incorrect in’significant respects
(either in peneral or with respect to the
particular plant), a rulemaking
proceeding will be initiated.

b. If a commenter provides new
information which is relevant to the
plant and is also relevant to other plants
(i.e., generic information) and that
information demonstrates that the
analysis of an impact codified in the
final rule is incorrect, the NRC staff will
seek Commission approval to either
suspend the application of the rule on
a generic basis with respect to the
analysis or delay granting the renewal
application (and possibly other renewal
applications) until the analysis in the
GEIS 1s updated and the rule amended.
If the rule is suspended for the analysis,
each supplemental ELS would reflect the
corrected analysis until such time as the
rule is amended.

c¢. If a commenter provides new, 51te-
specific information which
demonstrates that the analysis of an
impact codified in the rule is incorrect
with respect to the particular plant, the
NRC staff will seek Commission
approval to walve the application of the
rule with respect to that analysis in that
specific renewal proceeding. The
supplemental EIS would reflect the
corrected analysis as appropriate.

2, The final rule and the GEIS will not
include conditional cost-benefit
conclusions or conclusions about
alternatives. Conclusions relative to the
overall environmental impacis
including cumulative impacts will be
left entirely to each site-specific SEIS.

3. After consideration of the changes
from the proposed rule to the final rule
and further review of the environmental
issues, the NRC has concluded that it is
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adequate to formally review the rule and
the GEIS on a schedule that allows
revisions, if required, every 10 years,
The NRC believes that 10 years is a
suitable period considering the extent of
the review and the limited
environmental impacts observed thus
far, and given that the changes in the
environment around nuclear power
plants are gradual and predictable with
respect to characteristics important to
environmental impact analyses. This
review will be initlated approximately 7
years after completion of the last cycle.
The NRC will conduct this review to
determine what, if anything, in the rule
requires revision. " -

Concern. As part of their comments
on the July 1994 Federal Register
notice, NEI, several utilities, and the
DOE asked that the NRC reconsider its
understanding with CEQ and EPA
regarding the preparation of a site-
specific supplemental EIS for each
license renewal action. These
commenters supported an approach that
would allow the preparation of an
environmental assessment for reviewing
the environmental impacts of license
renewal. )

Response. The NRC does not agree
with this position. The NRC believes
that it is reasonable to expect that an
assessment of the full set of
environmental impacts associated with
an additional 20 years of operation of
any plant would not result in a “finding
of no significant impact.” Therefore, the
review for any plant would involve an
environmental Impact statement.

2, Economic Costs and Cost-Benefit .
Balancing

Concern. State, Federal, and utility
representatives expressed concern about
the use of economic costs and cost-
benefit balancing in the proposed rule
and the draft GEIS. Commenters
criticized the NRC's heavy emphasis on
econdmic analysis and the use of
economic decision criteria. They argued
that the regulatory authority over utility
economics falls within the States’
jurisdiction and to some extent within
the jurisdiction of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission. Commenters
also believe that the cost-benefit
balancing used in the proposed rule and
the draft GEIS went beyond NEPA
requirernents and CEQ regulations (40
CFR Parts 1500 to 1508), They noted
that CEQ regulations interpret NEPA to
require only an assessment of the
cumulative effects of a proposed Federal
action on the natural and man-made
environment.

Response, In response to these
concerns, the NRC has eliminated the
use of cost-benefit analysis and

consideration of utility economics in its
NEPA review of a license renewal
application except when such benefits
and costs are either essential for a
determination regarding the inclusion of
an alternative in the range of
alternatives considered ar relevant to
mitigation. As discussed in more detail
in the following section, the NRC
recognizes that the determination of the

- economic viability of continuing the

operation of a nuclear power plant is an
issue that should be left to appropriate

" State regulatory and utility officials,

3. Need for Generating Capacity and
Alternative Energy Sources

Concern. In their comments on the
proposed rule and the draft GEIS,
several States expressed concern that
the NRC’s analysis of need for
generating capacity would preempt or
prejudice State energy planning
decisions. They argued that the
deiermination of need for generating
capacity has always been the States’
responsibility. Recommendations on
how to address this issue ranged from
withdrawing the proposed rule to
changing the categorization of the issue

- so that a site-specific review can be

performed, thus allowing for meaningful
State and public participation. Almost
all the concerned States called on the
NRC to modify the rule to state
explicitly that NRC’s analysis does not
preempt a State's jurisdiction over the
determination of need for generating
capacity.

Regarding the issue of alternative
energy sources, several commenters
contended that the site-specific nature
of the alternatives to license renewal did
not justify the generic finding in the
GEIS. One significant concern about this
finding is the States’ perception that a
generlc finding, in effect, preempts the
States' responsibility to decide on the
appropriate mix of energy alternatives
in their respective jurisdictions.

Three regional public meetings were
held during the February 1994 to
discuss the concerns of the States, At
these meetings, and later in written
comments, the State of New York
proposed an approach to resolve the
problem, The approach was endorsed by
sevéral other States, This approach had
three major conditions:

(1) A statement in the rule that the
NRC's findings on need and alternatives
are only intended to satisfy the NEPA
requirements and do not preclude the
States from making their own
determination with respect to these
issues;

(2) The designation of the need for
generating capacity and alternative
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energy sources as Category 3 (i.e.,
requiring site-specific evaluation); and

(3) A requirement that all site-specific
ElISs and relicensing decisions reference
State determinations of need for
generating capacity and alternative
energy sources, and that they defer to
those State determinations to the
maximum extent possible.

Resporise. After consideration, the
NRC staff did not accept all elements of
the States’ approach because the
approach would have continued to
require the NRC to consider the need for
generating capacity and utility
economics as part of its environmental
analysis. In addition, the approach
would have required the NRC to
develop guidelines for determining the
acceptability of State economic
analyses, which some States may have
viewed as an intrusion on their
planning process.

The NRC staff developed and
recommended another approach, which
was published on July 25, 1994 (59 FR
37724), after consideration of
information gathered at the regional
meetings and from the written
comments. This approach, which
borrows some elements from NEI arid
YAEC proposals, has five major features:

{1) Neither the rale nor the GEIS
would contain a consideration of the
need for generating capacity or other
issues involving the economic costs and
benefits of license renewal and of the
associated alternatives;

{2) The purpose and need for the
proposed action (i.e., license renewal)
would be defined as preserving the
continued operation of a nuclear power
plant as a safe option that State
regulators and utility officials may
constder in their future planning

+ actions;

{3) The only alternative to the
proposed action would be the “no-
action’ alternative, and the )
environmental consequences of this
alternative are the impacts of a range of
energy sources that might be used if a
nuclear power plant operating license
were not renewed;

{4) The environmental review for
license renewal would include a
commparison of the environmental
impacts of license renewal with impacts
of the range of energy sources that may
be chosen in the case of "no action’';
and

{5) The NRC's NEPA. decision
standard for license renewal would
require the NRC to determine whether
the environmental impacts of license
renewal are so great that preserving the
option of license renewal for future
decisionmakers would be unreasonable,
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The statement that the use of
economic costs will be eliminated in
this approach refers to the ultimaie
NEPA decision regarding the
comparison of alternatives and the
proposed action. This approach does
not preclude a consideration of
economic costs if these costs are
essential to a determination regarding
the inclusion of an alternative in the
range of alternatives considered (i.e., an
alternative's exorbitant cost could
render it nonviable and unworthy of
further consideration) or relevant to
mitigation of environmental impacts.
Also, the two local tax issues.and the
" two economic structure issues under
socioeconomics in the table would be
removed from consideration when
applying the decision standard.

Concern, Comments recetved from
several States on the NRC staff's July
1994 recommended approach ranged
from rejection to endorsement. Some
States supported the three conditions
proposed by the State of New York.
Several States were still concerned
about whether a meaningful analysis of
need for generating capacity and
alternative energy sources could be .
undertaken 20 years ahead of time. One
State asked that the proposed rule be
withdrawn. Another State wanted the
proposed rule to be reissued for public
comment. CEQ supported the approach
proposed by the State of New York. CEQ
believed that the NRC's recommended
approach was in conflict with the NEPA
process because the proposed statement
of purpose and need for the proposed
action was too narrow and did not
provide for an appropriate range of
alternatives to the underlying need for
the proposed action. CEQ wanted the
NRC to address other energy sources as-
separate alternatives, rather than as
consequences of the no-action
alternative. Moreover, CEQ stated that
the proposed decislon standard places a
“weighty and improper burden of
proof” on consideration of the
alternative. The EPA endorsed CEQ)’s
comments. In general, the nuclear
industry was supportive of the
recommended approach. However, NEI
and the utilities strongly expressed the
opinion that, with the redefined
statement of purpose and need,
alternative energy sources would no
longer be alternatives to the proposed
action and, therefore, need not be

considered.
Response. After consideration of the

comments received on the
Commission's July 1994 proposal, the
Commission has modified and clarified
its approach in order to address the
concerns of CEQ relative fo
consideration of appropriate alternativés

and the narrow definition of purpose

and need. These modifications and

clarifications addressed the States’
concerns relative to treatment of need
for generating capacity and alternatives.
Specifically, the Commission has
clarified the purpose and need for
license renewal in the GEIS as follows:

The purpose and need for the proposed
action (renewal of an operating license] is to
provide an option that allows for power
generation capability beyond the term of a

current nuclear power plant operating license

to meet future system penerating needs, as
such needs may be determined by State,
utility, and, where authorized, Federal (other
than NRC) decisionmakers.

Using this definition of the purpose of
and need for the propoesed action, which
stresses options for the generation of
power, the environmental review will
include a characterization of alternative
energy sources as heing the alternatives
to license renewal and not merely the
consequences of the no-action
alternative and, thus, it addresses CEQ's
concern that the scope of the
alternatives analysis is unacceptably
restricted.

With respect to the States’ concerns
regarding need for generating capacity

-analysis, the NRC will neither perform

analyses of the need for power nor draw
any concluslons about the need for
generating capacity in a license renewal
review, This definition of purpose and
need reflects the Commisslon's
recognition that, absent findings in the
safety review required by the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, or in
the NEPA environmental analysis that
would lead the NRC to reject a license
renewal application, the NRC has no
role in the energy planning decisions of
State regulators and utility officials.
From the perspective of the licensee and
the State regulatory authority, the
purpose of renewing an operating
license is to maintain the availability of
the nuclear plant to meet systemn energy
requirements beyond the term of the
plant's current license. The underlying
need that will be met by the continued
availability of the nuclear plant is
defined by various operational and
investment ohjectives of the licensee.
Each of these chjectives may be dictated
by State regulatory requirements or
strongly influenced by State energy
policy and programs. In cases of
interstate generation or other special
circumstances, Federal agencies such as
the Federal Energy Regulatary
Commission (FERC) or the Tennessee
Valley Authority {TVA} may be
involved in making these decisions. The
objectives of the various entities
involved may include lower energy cost,
increased efficiency of energy
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production and use, reliability in the
generation and distribution of electric
power, improved fuel diversity within
the State, and environmental cbjectives
stich as improved air quality and
minimized land use.

The consideration of alternatives has
been shifted to the site-specific review.
The rule contains no information or
conclusions regarding the
environmental impacts of alternative
energy sources, 1t only indicates that the
environmental impact of alternatives
will be considered during the individual
plant review. However, the GEIS
contains a discussion of the
environmental impacts of alternative
energy sources based on currently
available information. The information
in the GEIS is available for use by the
NRC and the licensee in performing the
site-specific analysis of alternatives and
will be updated as appropriate. For
individual plant reviews, information
codified in the rule, information
developed in the GEIS, and any
significant new information introduced
during the plant-specific review,
including any information received
from the State, will be considered in
reachinpg conclusions in the
supplemental EIS, The NRC's site- -
specific comparison of the impacts of
license renewal with impacts of
alternative energy sources will involve
consideration of information provided
by State agencies and other members of

" the public. This approach should satisfy

the States’ concerns relative to a
meaningful analysis of alternative
energy sources. )
The Commission disagrees with
CEQ)’s assertion that the new decision
standard is inappropriate. Under this
decision standard, the NRC must -
determine if the adverse environmental
impacts of license renewal are so great
that preserving the option of license

“renewal for energy planning

decisionmakers would be unreasonable,
The Commission expects that license
renewal would be denied only if the
expected environmental effects of
license renewal significantly exceed all
or almost all alternatives. The
Commission believes that this is a
reasonablé approach to addressing the
issue of envirénmental impacts of
license renewal, given NRC's limited
role in the area of energy systems
planning. The operation of a nuclear
power plant beyond its initial license
térm involves separate regulatory
actions, one taken by the utility and the
NRC, and the other taken by the utility
and the State regulatory authorities. The
decision standard would be used by
NRC to determine whether, from an
environmental perspective, it is
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reasonable to renew the operating
license and allow State and utility
decisionmakers the option of
considering a currently operating
nuclear power plant as an alternative for
meeting future energy needs. The test of
reasonableness focuses on an analysis of
whether the environmental impacts
anticipated for continued operation
during the term of the renewed license
reasonably compare with the impacts
that are expected from the set of
alternatives considered for meeting
generating requirements. The NRC
would reject a license renewal
application if the analysis demonstrated
- that the adverse environmental impacts
of the individual license renewal were
so great that preserving the option of
license renewal for energy planning
decisionmakers would be unreasonable.

After the NRC makes its decision
based on the safety and environmental
considerations, the final decision on
whether or not to continue operating the
nuclear plant will be made by the
utility, State, and Federal (non-NRC)
decisionmakers. This final decision will
be based on economics, energy
reliability goals, and other objectives
over which the other entities may have
jurisdiction. The NRC has no authority
or regulatory control over the ultimate
selection of future energy alternatives.
Likewise, the NRC has no regulatory
power to ensure that environmentally
superior energy alternatives are used in
the future. Given the absence of the
NRC'’s authority in the general area of
energy planning, the NRC’s rejection of
a license renewal application based on
the existence of asingle superior
alternative does not puarantee that such
an alternative will be used. In fact, it is
conceivable that the rejection of a
license renewal application by the NRC
in favor of an individual alternative may
lead to the implementation of ancther
alternative that has even greater
environmental impacts than the
proposed action, license renewal.

Given ihe uncertainties involved and
the lack of controf that the NRC has in
the choice of energy alternatives in the
future, the Commission belleves that it
is reasonable to exercise its NEPA
authority to reject license renewal
applications only when it has
determined that the impacis of license
renewal sufficiently exceed the impacts
of all or almost ali of the alternatives
that preserving the option of license
renewal for future decision makers
would be unreasonable. Because the
objectives of the utility and State
decisionmakers will ultimately be the
determining factors in whether a
nuclear power plant will continue to
operate, NRC’s proposed decision

standard 1s appropriate, The decision
standard will not affect the scope or
rigor of NRC's analyses, including the
consideration of the environmental
impacts relevant to the license renewal
decision and associated alternatives.
The NRC staff believes that, under the
circumstances, the decision standard
does not place “a weighty and improper
burden of proof” on other alternatives as
CEQ claims.

With respect to the industry’s desire
to eliminate consideration of alternative
energy sources, the Commission does
not agree, The Commission does not
support the views of NEI and others that
alternative energy sources need not be
considered in the environmental review
for license renewal. The Commission is
not prepared to state that no nuclear
power plant will fall well outside the
range of other reasonably available
alternatives far in advance of an actual
relicensing decision. Following NEI's
suggestion would not lead to a
meaningful set of alternatives with
which to compare a proposed action.
The Commission has always held the
view that alternative sources of energy
should be compared with license
renewal and continued operation of a
nuclear power plant.

Lastly, the Commission does not
believe it is necessary to reissue this
rule for public comment as a State
commenter requested. The Commission
has taken many measures to involve the
public concerning the resolution of
public comments on the proposed rule.
The Cominission has conducted a
number of public meetings and
published for public comment its
recommended procedural revisions to
the proposed rule. The Commission
helieves that modifications made to the
proposed rule reflect the logical
outgrowth of the proposed rule based on

~ the public comments received by the

Commission.
C. Technical Concerns

1. Category and Impact Magmtude
Definitions

Concerns. Many commenters
expressed concern that the category
definitions and the impaci-significance
definitions were ambiguous and
appeared somewhat interconnected. The
EPA expressed concern that mitigation
of adverse impacts was not addressed
adequately.

Commenters expressed a number of
concerns about the use of the
applicability categories and the
magnitude-level categories. With respect
to the applicability categories, concerns

,ranged from a general concern that

Category 1 precludes or hinders public
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involvement in an issue at the time of
the plant-specific review to specific
concerns about the technical adeguacy
of the analysis supporting a Category 1
finding for an issue. Several
commenters believed that the
definitions create confusion, especially
as to whether the finding of small
impact and Category 1 are
interdependent, The GEIS appears to
use Category 1 and “small”
interchangeably, Concern was also
expressed that the requirement to
consider mitigative actions was .
inadequately addressed in the draft
GEIS and proposed rule.

Response, To reduce potential
confusion over the definitions, the use
of the categories, and the treatrnent of
mitigation within the context of the
categorization scheme, the NRC has
revised the definitions to eliminate any
ambiguity as to how they are used,
Further, the GEIS has been modified to
clearly state the reasons behind the
category and magnitude findings.

In order to facilitate understanding of
the modifications to the GELS, the
previous approach is discussed as
follows. In the proposed rule and the
draft GEIS, findings about the

" environmental impact associated with

each issue were divided into three
categories of applicability to individual
plant reviews. These categories were:

= Category 1: A generic conclusion on
the impact has been reached for all
affected nuclear power plants. -

« Category 2: A generlc conclusion on
the tmpact has been reached for affected
nuclear power plants that fall Wlthm
defined bounds. ‘

« Category 3: A generic conclusion on
the impact was not reached for any
affected nuclear power plants.

The significance of the magnitude of
the impact for each issue was expressed
as one of the three following levels.

s Smallimpacis are so minor that
they warrant neither detailed
investigation nor consideration of
mitigative actions when such impacts
are negative,

¢ Moderate impacts are likely to be
clearly evident and usually warrant
consideration of mitigation alternatives
when such impacts are negative.

- o Large Impacts involve either a
severe penalty or a major henefit, and
mitigation alternatives are always
consldered when such impacts are
negative,

With respect to the categories of
applicability, under the propoesed rule
applicants would have:

1} Not provided additional analyses
of Category 1 issues;

(2} Not provided additional analyses
if their plant falls within the bounds
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defined in the rule for a Category 2
issue;

(3) Provided additional plant-specific
analyses if their plant does not fall
within the bounds defined in the rule
for a Category 2 issue; and

{4) Provided plant-specific analyses of
Category 3 issues.

In order to address the commenis on
these magnitude and category
definitions, the GEIS has been modified
to clearly state the reasons behind the
category and magnitude findings.

The revised definitions are listed
below.

s Category 1: For the issue, the
analysis reported in the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement has
shown:

(1)} The environmental impacts
associated with the issue have been
determined to apply either to all plants
or, for some issues, to plants having a
specific type of cooling system or other
specified plant or site characteristic;

{2) A single significance level.(l.e.,
small, moderate, or large) has been
assigned to the impacts (except for
collective off site radiological impacts
from the fuel cycle and from high level
waste and spent fuel disposal); and

{3) Mitigation of adverse impacts
assoclated with the issue has been
considered in the analysis and it has
been determined that additional plant-
specific mitigation measures are likely
not to be sufficiently beneficial to
warrant implementation,

The generic analysis of the issue may
be adopted in each plant-specific
review. Issues for which the impact was
found to be favorable were also defined
to be Category 1 issues.

s Category 2: For the issue, the
analysis reporied in the GEIS has shown
that one or more of the criteria of
Category 1 cannot be met and, therefore,
additional plant-specific review is
required.

. If, for an environmental issue, the

+ three Category 1 criteria apply to all
plants, that issue is Category 1 and the
generic analysis should be used in a -
license renewal review for all plant
applications. If the three Category 1
criteria apply to a subset of plants that
are readily defined by a common plant
characteristic, notably the type of
cooling system, the population of plants
is partitioned into the set of plants with
the characteristic and the set without
the characteristic. For the set of plants
with the characteristic, the issue is
Category 1 and the generic analysis
should be used in the license renewal
review for those plants. For the set of
planis without the characteristic, the
issue is Category 2 and a site-specific
analysis for that issue will be perfarmed

as part of the license renewal review.
The review of a Category 2 issue may
focus on the particular aspect of the
issue that causes the Category 1 criteria
not te be met. For example, severe
accident mitigation under the issue
severe accidents” is the focus for a
plant-specific review because the other
aspects of the issue, specifically the
offsite consequences, have been
adequately addressed in the GEIS, With
the revised definitions, the two Issues
previcusly designated as Category 3 are
now designated Category 2. For an issue
to be a Category 1, current mitigation
practices and the nature of the impact
were considered and a determination
was made that it is unlikely that
additional measures will be sufficiently
beneficial. In the GEIS, in discussing the
impacts for each issue, consideration
was given to what is known about
current mitigation practices.

The definitions of the significance"
level of an environmental impact have
been revised to make the conslderation
of the potential for mitigating an impact
separate from the analysis leading to a
conclusion about the significance level
of the impact. Further, the significance
level of an impact is now more clearly
tied to sustaining specific attributes of
the affected resource that are important
to its viability, health or usefulness.

General definitions of small, moderate

and large significance levels are given
below. These definitions are adapted to
accommodate the resource atiributes of
importance for each of the
environmental issues in the GEIS. The
definition of “small” clarifies the
meaning of the term as it applies to
radiological impacts. The definition of
“small” in the proposed rule did not
logically apply to such impacts.

The general definitions of significance
level are:

s Small: For the issue, environmental
effects are not detectable or are so minor
that they will neither destabilize nor
noticeably alter any important attribute
of the resource. For the purposes of
assessing radiologlcal impacts, the
Commission has concluded that those
impacts that do not exceed permissible
levels in the Commission's regulations
are considered small.

s Moderate: For the issue,
environmental effects are sufficient to
alter noticeably but not to destabilize

" important attributes of the resource,

o Large: For the issue, environmental
effects are clearly noticeable and are
sufficient to destabilize important
attributes of the resource.

The discussion of each environmental

.issue in the GEIS includes an

explanation of how the significance
category was determined. For issues in
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" which probability of occurrence is a key

consideration (l.e,, accident
consequences), the probability of
occurrence has been factored into the
determination of significance, The
determination of the significance
category was made independently of the
consideration of the potential benefit of
additional mitigation.

The major concerns {organized by
toplcal areas) about the environmental
issues examined in the draft GEIS and
the NRC staff's response to those
comicerns are summarlzed next.

2, Surface Water Quality

Concern. Several commenters
expressed concerns related to the

-National Pollutani Discharge

Elimination System (NPDES) permitting
process for surface water discharge.
They believe that the NRC may have
overlooked its legal obligation to
comply with Section 401 of the Clean
Water Act (CWA). Their
recommendations included withholding
approval for license renewal uniil a
facility has complied with Section 401
and treating license renewal as an
opportunity for a new NEPA review. On
the other hand, other commenters
recommended decoupling the NRC
relicensing process from the NPDES
permitting process.

Response, In issuing individual
license renewals, the Commission will
comply, as has been its practice, with’
the provisions of Section 401 of the
Federal Water Pollution Conirol Act (see
10 CFR 51.45(d) and 51.71(c)). In
addition, pursuant to Section 511(c) of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
of 1972, the Commission cannot
question or reexamine the effluent
Hmitations or other requirements in
permits issued by the relevant
permitting authorities. Nevertheless,
compliance with the environimental -
quality standards and requirements of
these permits does not negate the
requirement for the Comimission to
consider all environmental effecis of the
proposed actlon. Accoerdingly, the
Commission has not only taken existing
permits into account in its analysis of
the water quality impacts of license
renewal but has also considered -
information on actual operating impacts
collected from individual plants, State
and Federal regulatory agencies, and
published literature. As a result of this
analysis, the Commission has concluded
that the environmental impacts on |
surface water quality are small for those
effluents subject to existing permit or
certification requirements. A fotal
decoupling of the license renewal
process and the NPDES permitting
process is not appropriate because, for
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issues with incomplete Clean Water Act
determinations, the NRC cannot
complete its weighing and balancing of
impacts without independently
addressing the issues. '

Concern, Several commenters ralsed
concerns that various issues within the
Surface Water Quality topic should be
Category 2 or 3 issues. These included
water use conflicts as experienced'in
Arizona and the Midwest, thermal
stratification and salinity gradients
assoclated with once-through cooling
systemns, and the toxicity of biofouling
compounds.

Response. Regarding the water use
conflicts, the NRC has considered the
impacts of water use during the renewal
perlod and has concluded that these
impacts are small for plants with a once-
through cooling system and that this is
a Category 1 issue for those plants.
However, this issue is designated |
Category 2 for plants with cooling
towers and cooling ponds because, for
those plants, the impacts might be
moderate (they could also be small). In
either case, pursuant to 10 CER 51.45(d),
an applicant for license renewal must
identify and indicate in its
environmental report the status of State
and local approvals regarding water use
issues. For those reactor sites where
thermal stratification or salinity gradient
was found tc be the most pronounced,
the issues were reviewed during
preparation of the GEIS and found to be
acceptable by the States within the

NPDES process. No change in the
- categorization in the GELIS would be

required. Stmilarly, the NPDES permit
for a facility establishes allowable .
discharges, including biocides. The NRC
has no indication that residual
environimental impacts would oceur as
a result of license renewal activities at
any nuclear plant site other than
perhaps water use conflicts arising at
plants with cooling ponds or cooling
towers using make-up water from a
small river with low flow. For those
plants, this issue is Category 2.

3. Aquatic Ecology

Concern, A number of comments
regarding the ecological impact of
cooling water withdrawal from aguatic
hodies were received. Specific concerns
included fish kills associated with the
entrainment and impingement of fish
within once-through and cooling pond
cooling systems, the use of chlorine and
molluscicides to control mussel and
clam growth, and the long-term effects
of heavy metal discharges from plants
with copper-nickel condenser tubes.
Another commenter noted that license
extension affords the opportunity to
review the intake and discharge

configuration of plant cooling water
systems, since the best available
technology that is economically
available may be different given the
additional 20 years of plant operating
life.

Response, The Comnission has
considered the impacts of license
renewal on aquatic ecology and, in
doing so, has reviewed existing NFDES
permits and other information. Based on
this analysis, the Commuission has
concluded that these impacts are small
with the exception that plants with
once-through cooling and cocling ponds
may have larger effects associated with
entrainment of fish and shellfish in
early life stages, impingement, and heat
shock. Agencies responsible for existing

. permits afe not constrained from

reexamining the permit issues if they
have reason to belleve that the basis for
their issuance is no longer valid. The
Commission does not have authority
under NEPA to impose an effluent
Himitation other than those established
in permits issued pursuant to the Clean
Water Act. The problem of the long-term
effects of heavy metal discharges from
plants with copper-nickel condenser
tubes has been found at only one plant.
The affected condenser tubes have been
replaced with tubing of a more
corrosion-resistant material.

Concern. A commenter pointed out
that the issue of riparian zones should
be addressed in the GEIS because the
vegetation region along a water course
can be affected by water withdrawal and
is important in maintaining the habitat.

Response, The NRC agrees with the
importance of addressing the impacts of
license renewal on the riparian habitat.
The final GEIS provides a discussion of
the riparian habifat as an Important
resource and the potential effects of
consumptive water use on riparian
ZOMeSs.

4, Groundwater Use and Quality

Concern. Several commenters
indicated that groundwater iSsues
should be reviewed on a site-specific
basis because of groundwater use
conflicts (in particular, the effect on
aquifer recharpe of using surface water
for cooling water), opportunities for
saltwater intrusion, and concerns over
tritium found in wells at one site. On
the other hand, a commenter requested
that the issue of groundwater use for
cooling tower makeup water be changed
from Category 2 to Category 1 because
the issue is based solely on data from
Ranney wells at the Grand Gulf Nuclear
Station, where tests have shown that the
elevation of the water plain around
Grand Gulf is not dropping.

ADD-93

Response, Based on consideration of
comments, the issue of groundwater use
conflicts resulting from surface water
withdrawals for cooling tower makeup
water or cooling ponds is now Category
2 for plants withdrawing surface water
from small water bodies during low
flow conditions. The GEIS has
identified a potential reduction in
aquifer recharge as a result of competing
water use. These conflicts are already a
concern at two closed-cycle nuclear
power plants. The NRC does not agree
that saltwater intrusion should be
considered a Category 2 issue. When
saltwater intrusion has been a problem,
the major cause has been the large
consumption of groundwater by
agricultural and municipal users.
Groundwater consumption by nuclear
power plants is small by cornparison
and does not contribute significantly to
the saltwater intrusion problem. With

- regard to traces of tritium found in the

proundwater at one nuclear power
plant, the tritium was attributed to a
modification in the plant's inlet and
discharge canal that did not take into
consideration a unique situation in
topology and groundwater flow. The
releases were minor and the situation
has been corrected.

Regarding the issue of the use of
groundwater for cooling water makeup,
the NRC has designated this issue as
Category 2 even though only the Grand
Gulf Nuclear Station 1s currently using .
Ranney wells to withdraw groundwater.
This water intake does not conflict with
other groundwater uses in the area, It is
not possible to predict whether or not -
water use conflicts will occur at the
Grand Gulf facility in the future, It is
also not possible to determine the
significance of the environmental
impacis associated with Ranney well

-use at other nuclear plants that may

choose to adopt this method in the
future,

5, Terrestrial Ecology

Concern. Several commenters
recommended that the issue of bird
mortality resulting from collisions with
transmission lines, towers, or cooling
towers be characterized as a Category 2
issue, Such a characterization would
provide for a review of mitigation at
those planis with cooling towers that do
not have illumination and for power
plant transmission lines that transect
major flyways or that cross wetlands
used by large concentrations of birds.

Response. The NRC does not agree
with this recommendation. The GEIS
cites several studies that conclude that
bird mortalities resulting from collision
with transmission lines, towers, or
cooling towers are not significantly
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reducing bird populations, Mitigation
measures in place, such as safety lights,
were found adequate and additional
measures were not warranted.
Therefore, the issue remains a Category
1 issue because refurbishment will not
involve construction of any additional
transmission lines or natural draft
cooling towers.

Concern. One cormnmenter expressed
concern that the GEIS analysis of land
use did not adequately encompass the
impact of onsite spent fuel storage on
land use and that the Category 1 finding
is questionable; A specific concern was
the potential need for the construction
of additional spent fuel storage facilitles
associated with the license rencwal
term, along with their associated
impacts on the terrestrial environment.

"Response. The NRC does not agree
that there is a need to'change the
Category 1 determination for onsite land
use. Waste management operations
could reguire the construction of
additional storage facilities and thus
adversely affect land use and terrestrial
ecology. However, experience has
shown that the land requirements
would be relatively small (less than 9
acres), impacts to land use and

~ terrestrial ecology would also be
relatively small, and the land that may
be used is already possessed by the
applicant; thus, its basic use would not
be altered. Onslte land use is Category
1. Terrestrial ecology with disturbance
of sensitive habitat is treated as a
separate issue and is Category 2.

6. Human Health

Concern, In the human health section
of the GEIS, the radiclogical impacts of
plant refurbishment and continued

_ operations during the license renewal
term to workers and the general public
were examined, Several commeénters
indicated that it was inappropriate to
compare the radiation exposures
assoclated with license renewal to
natural background levels. These
commenters believed that the
appropriate argument should be that the
risks associated with the additional
exposures are so small that no
additional mitigative measures are
required.

Response, The NRC agrees that the
assessment of radiation exposure should
not be simply a comparison with
background radiation. In response to
comments on the draft generic
environmental impact statement and the
proposed rule, the standard defining a
small radiglogical impact has changed
from a comparison with background
radiation to sustained compliance with
the dose and release limits applicable to
the various stages of the fuel cycle. This

change is appropriate and strengthens
the criterfon used to define a small
environmental impact for the reasons

* that follow: The Atomic Energy Act

requires the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission to promulgate, inspect and
enforce standards that provide an
adequate level of protection of the
public health and safety and the
environmenti. The implementation of
these regulatory programs provides a
margin of safety. A review of the
regulatory requirements and the
performance of facilities provides the
bases to project continuation of
performance within regulatory
standards. For the purposes of assessing
radiological impacts, the Commission
has concluded that impacts are of small
significance if doses to individuals and
releases do not exceed the permissible
levels in the Commission's regulations.

With respect to whether additional
mitigative measures are required, it
should be noted that in 10 CFR parts 20
and 50 there are provisiens that
radiological impacts associated with
plant operation be reduced to levels as
low as reasonably achievable (ALARA).

Concern. Several commenters
indicated that the GEIS needs a broader
treatment of uncertainty as it relates to
hiiman health issues.

Response. The NRC agrees that there
is considerable uncertainty associated
with health effects, especially at low
occupational and public dose levels,
and particularly with respect to
electromagnetic fields. Health effect
estimates from radiation exposures are

" based on the best scientific evidence

available and are considered to be
conservative estimates. Several sections
of the GEIS have been expanded to more
thoroughly explain how predicted
impacts could be affected by changes in
scientific information or standards.

Concern. One commenter indicated
that, in the GEIS and the proposed rule,
risk coefficients should have been used
for chemicals and radiation to obtain
upper bound risk estimates of cancer
incidence.

Response. The NRC does not agree

‘with this comment. In making

comparisons of alternatives,

. comparisons of the central or best

estimates of impacts are consistent with
NEPA requirements because they
provide the fairest determination. The
GEIS is written using current,
Commission-approved risk estimators,
Concern. Two commenters expressed
concern regarding the GEIS conclusion
that the impact of radiation exposure to
the public is small, citing a study done
by the Massachusetts Department of
Public Health (MDPH]}. This study
concluded that adults who live within

ADD-94

10 miles of the Pilgrim Nuclear Power
Plant have a risk of contracting
leukernia four times greater than other
individuals.

Response. The NRC staff reviewed the
MDHP study and compared it with
various other studies. The results of the
study have been contradicted by a
National Cancer Institute (NCI) study
entitled “"Cancer in Populations Living
Near Nuclear Facilities” (July 1990).
The NCI study, which included the
Pilgrim plant in its analysis, found no
reason (o suggest that nuclear facilities
may he linked causally with excess
deaths from leukemia or from other
cancers. The findings of the NCI study
are consistent with the findings of
several similar epidemiological studies
in foreign couniries and with the latest
conclusions of expert bodies such as the
National Research Council's Committee
on the Biological Effects of [onizing
Radiation. The NRC continues to base
its assessment of the health effects of
ionizing radiation on the overall body of
scientific knowledge and on the
recommendations of expert groups.

7. Socloeconomics

Concern. A commenter concerned
with historic preservation poihted gut
that this issue must be addressed
through compliance with the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and
cannot be resolved generically.

Response, The NRC agrees with this
comment. Historical and archaeological
impacts have been changed from a
Category 1 to a Category 2 issue fthat is,
it must be evaluated site-specifically).
Consultation with State historical
preservation offices and other
Government agencies, as required by
NHPA, must be undertaken to
determine whether protected historical
or archaeological resources are in areas
that might be disturbed during
refurbishment activities and operation
during the renewal period.

Concern. Several commenters
indicated that transportation issues
assoclated with refurbishment activities
should be changed from Category 3 to
Category 2 because the impacts will be
insignificant in the majority of cases,
One recommendation was to use a level
of service (LOS) determination for
specific plants as the bounding
criterion. The analysis would require
that LOS he determined for that part of
the refurbishment period during which
traffic not related to the plant is
expected to be the heaviest. Another
recommendation was to establish
bounding criteria based on past major
routine outages. .

Response. The NRC agrees that use of
the L.OS approach may prove to be
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acceptable. Transportation still must be
reviewed on a plant~spe01f1c basis, that
is, it is a Category 2 issue (based on the
rewsed definition),

Concern, There were
recommendations to make the housmg
impacts during refurbishment a
Category 1 issue instead of Category 2,
One commenter noted that the
construction period data used in the
analysis appears to overestimate the
impact on housing.

Response. The NRC does not agree
that this should be a Category 1 issue,
Although nepligible housing impacts are
anticipated for most license renewals,
significant housing impacts have
occurred during a periodic plant outage
at one of the case plants studied for the
analysis. This issue is now a Category 2
issue because moderate and large
impacts on housing are possible
depending on local cohditions (e.g.,-
areas with extremely slow populaiion
growth or areas with growth control
measures that limit housing
development).

8. The Uranium Fuel Cycle and Selid
Waste Management

Concern. Wide-ranging concerns were
expressed in the comments on the
proposed rule and the draft GEIS about
the treatment of storage and disposal of
low-level waste (LLW), mixed waste,
spent fuel, nonradiological waste, and
the transportation of fuel and waste to
and from nuclear power plants as a
corisequence of license renewal,
Concern was expressed about the
uncertain availability of disposal
facilities for LLW, mixed waste, and
spent fuel; the prospect of generation
and onsite storage of an additional 20
years output of waste; and the resulting
pressure that would be put on the States
to provide LLW disposal facilities.
Various commenters expressed concern
about the adequacy of the treatment of
the cost of waste management and the
implications for the economic viability
of llcense renewal. Numerous comiments
were provided on updating and
clarifying data on waste management
presented in the draft GEIS. Finally,
various questions were raised about the
applicability of Table 5-3 (10 CFR 51.51
Uranium fusl ¢ycle environmental
data—Table S-3, Table of Uranium Fuel
Cycle Environmental Data) to the
management of waste generated as a
result of license renewal.

With regard to spent fuel, several
commenters expressed concern that dry
cask storage is not a proven technology
and that onsite storage of spent fuel
from an additional 20 years of plant
operation will present environmental
and safety problems. Therefore, onsite

storage of spent fuel should be
considered on a site-specific basis
within a plant license renewal review.
Response. The Commission
acknowiedges that there is uncertainty
in the schedule of availability of
disposal facilities for LLW, mixed
waste, and spent fuel. However, the
Commission believes that there is
suffictent understanding of and
experience with the storage of LLW,
mixed waste, and spent fuel to conclude
that the waste generated at any plant as
a result of license renewal can be stored
safely and without significant
environmental impacts before
permanent disposal. In addition, the
Commission concluded that the
classification of storage and ultimate
disposal as a Category 1 issue is

. appropriate because States are

proceeding, albeit slowly, with the
development of new disposal facilities;
LLW and mixed waste have been and
can be safely stored at reactor sites until

- new disposal capacity becomes

available. Analyses to support this
conclusion are presented in Chapter 6 of

the final GEIS (NUREG-1437). The

following summary of the responses to
comiments emphasizes the main features
of these analyses,

In the draft GEIS, the environmental
data in Table S-3 were discussed with
respect to applicability during the
license renewal period and
supplemented with an analysis of the
radiologlcal release and dose.
commitment data for radon-222 and
technetium-99. The propoesed rule
would have had this discussion apply to
each plant at the time of its review for
license renewal.

Further, in the draft GEIS, Chapter 6,
“Solid Waste Management,” covered the
generation of LLW, mixed waste, spent
fuel, and nonradiclogical waste as a
result of license renewal; the
transportation of the radiological waste;
and the environmental impacts of waste
management, including storage and
disposal. The findings that were to have
been codified in the rule were that, for
nonradiological waste, mixed waste,
spent fuel, and transportation, the
environmental impacts are of small
significance and that the analysis in the
GEIS applies to each plant {Category 1).
For LLW, the finding that would have
been codified in the rule was that, if an
applicant does not have access to a low-
level radioactive waste disposal facility
through a low-level waste compact or an
unaffiliated State, the applicant must
present plans for interim waste storage
with an assessment of potential
ecological habitat destruction caused by
construction activities (Category 2).

ADD-95

In response to the questions about the
applicability of Table 5-3 to the
management of waste associated with
license renewal and to the varlous
comments challenging the freatment of
the several forms of waste in the draft
GEIS and in the proposed rule, the
discussion of Table S-3 has been moved
from Section 4.8 of the draft GEIS to
Chapter 6 of the final GEIS in order to
provide a more integrated assessment of
the environmental iImpacts associated
with waste managernent as a
consequence of license renewal. Also in
response to varlous comiments, the
discussion of Table 5-3 and of each of
the types of waste has been expanded.

Supplemental data are presented in
Chapter 6 of the final GEIS in order to
extend the coverage of the
environmental impacts of the uranium
fuel cycle presented in the current Table
5-3 and of transportation of radioactive
waste presented in the current Table S-
4 to radon-222, technetium-99, higher
fuel enrichment, and higher fuel
burnup, In part, the current Table 5-3
and the data supplementiing it cover
environmental impacts of* '

(1} Onsite storage of spent fuel
assemblies in pools for 10 years,
packaging and transportation to a
Federal repository, and permanent
disposal; and

{2) Short-term storage onsite of LLW,
packaging and transportation to a land:
burial facility, and permanent disposal.

The following conclusions have been
drawn with regard to the environmental
impacts associated with the uranium
fuel cycle.

. The radiological and nonradioclogical
environmental impacis of the uranium
fuel cycle have been reviewed. The
review included a discussion of the
values presented in Table 5-3, an

" assessment of the release and impact of

222Rn and of 99Tc¢, and a review of the
regulatory standards and experience of
fuel cycle facilities. For the purpose of
assessing the radiological impacts of
license renewal the Commission uses
the standard that the impacts are of
small significance if doses and releases
do not exceed permissible levels in the
Commission's regulations. Given the
available information regarding the
compliance of fuel cycle facilities with
applicable regulatory requirements, the
Commission has concluded that, other
than for the disposal of spent fuel and
high-level waste, these impacts on
individuals from radioactive gaseous
and liquid releases will remain at or
below the Commission's regulatory

- HUmits. Accordingly, the Commission

concludes that offsite radiclogical -
impacts of the fuel cycle (individual
effects from other than the disposal of
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spent fuel and high-level waste) are
small. ALARA efforts will continue to
apply to fuel cycle activities. Thisis a
Category 1 issue.

The radiological impacts of the
uranium fuel cycle on human
populations over time (collective
effects) have been considered within the
framework of Table 5-3. The 100 year
environmental dose commitment to the
U.S. population from the fuel cycle,
high level waste and spént fuel disposal
excepted, is calculated to be about
14,800 man-rem, or 12 cancer fatalities,
for each additional 20 year power
réactor operating term. Much of this,
especially the coniribution of radon
releases {rom mines and tailing piles,
consists of tiny doses summed over
large populations. This same dose
calculation can theoreticaily be
extended to include many tiny doses
over additional thousands of years as
well as doses outside the U.S. The result
of such a calculation would be
thousands of cancer fatalities from the
fuel cycle, but this result assumes that
even tiny doses have some statistical
adverse health effect which will not
ever be mitigated (for example no cancer
cure in the next thousand years), and
that these dose projections over
thousands of years are meaningful.
However these assumptions are
questionable. In particular, science
canmot rule out the possibility that there
will be no cancer fatalities from these
tiny doses, For perspective, the doses
are very small fractions of regulatory
limits, and even smaller fractions of
natural background exposure to the
same populations. No standards exist
that can be used to reach a conclusion
as to the significance of the magnitude
of the collective radiclogical effects.
Nevertheless, some judgement as to the

. regulatory NEPA implication of this
issue should be made and it makes no
sense to repeat the same judgement in
every case. The Commission concludes
that these impacts are acceptable in that
these impacts would not be sufficiently
large to require the NEPA conclusion,
for any plant, that the option of
extended operation under 10 CFR part
54 should be eliminated. Accordingly,

- while the Commission has not assigned
a single level of significance for the
collective effects of the fuel cycle, this
issue is considered Category 1. For other
Category 1 issues, the impacts will be
considered at the individual renewal
stage as a means of judging the total
impact of an individual license renewal
decision. However, the Commission has
already judged the impact of collective
effects of the fuel cycle as part of this
rule.

There are no current regulatory limits
for off-site releases of radionuclides for '
the current candidate repository site, -
However if we assume that Himits are
developed along the lines of the 1995
National Academy of Sciences (NAS)
report, and that in accordance with the
Commission’s Waste Confidence
Decision, a repository can and likely
will be developed at some site which ~
will comply with such limits, peak
doses to virtually all individuals will be
100 millirem per year or less. However,
while the Commission has reasonable
confidence that these assumptions will
prove correct there is considerable .
uncertainty since the limits are yet to be
developed, no repository application
has been completed or reviewed, and
uncertainty is inherent in the models
used to evaluate possible pathways to
the hurnan environment, The National
Academy report indicated that 100
millirem per year should be considered
as a starting point for limits for
individual doses, but notes that some
measure of consensus exists among
national and international bodies that
the limiis should be a fraction of the 100
millirem per year. The lifetime
individual risk from 100 millirem per
year dose limit is about 3x10-3. Doses
to populations from disposal cannot
now {or possibly ever) be estimated
without very great uncertainty.
Estimating cumulative doses to
populations over thousands of years 15
more problematic. The likelihood and
consequences of events that could
seriously compromise the integrity of a
deep geologic repository were evaluated
by the Department of Energy in the
“Final Environmental Impact Statement:
Management of Commercially
Generated Radioactive Waste,” October
1980. The evaluation estimated the 70-
year whole-body dose commiiment {o
the maximum individual and to the
reglonal population resulting from
several modes of breaching a reference
repository in the year of closure, after
1,000 years, after 100,000 years, and
after 100,000,000 years. The release
scenarios covered a wide range of
consequences from the limited
consequences of humans accidentally
drilling into & waste package in the
repository to the catastrophic release of
the repository inventory by a direct
meteor strike. Subsequently, the NRC
and other Federal agencies have
expended considerable effort to develop
models for the design and for the
licensing of a high level waste
repository, especially for the candidate
repository at Yucca Mountain. More
meaningful estimates of doses to
population may be possible in the future

ADD-96

as more is understood about the
performance of the proposed Yucca
Mountain repository. Such estimates
would involve very great uncertainty,
especially with respect to cumnulative
population doses over thousands of
years, The standard proposed hy the
NAS is a limit on maximum individual
dose. The relationship of potential new
regulatory requirements, based on the
NAS report, and cumulative population
impacts has not been determined,
although the report articulates the view
that protection of individuals will
adequately protect the population for a
repository at Yucca Mountain. However,
EPA’s peneric repository standards in 40
CFR part 191 generally provide an
indication of the order of magnitude of
cumulative risk to population that could
result from the licensing of a Yucca
Mountain reposttory, assuming the
ultimate standards will be within the
range of standards now under
consideration. The standard in 40 CFR
part 191 protects the population by
imposing “containment requirements’’
that Hmit the cumulative amount of
radioactive material released over
10,000 years. The cumulative release
limits are based on EPA’s population
Impact goal of 1,000 premature cancer
deaths world-wide for a 100,000 metric
tonne (MTHM) repository.

Nevertheless, despite all the
uncertainty surrounding the effects of .
the disposal of spent fuel and high-level
waste, some judgement as (o the
regulatory NEPA implications of these
matters should be made and it makes no
sense to repeat the same judgement in
every case. Even taking the uncertainties
into account, the Commission concludes
that these impacts are acceptable in that
these impacts would not be sufficiently
large to require the NEPA conclusion,
for any plant, that the option of
extended operation under 10 CFR part
54 should be elitminated. Accordingly,
while the Commission has not assigned
a single level of significance for the
impacts of spent fuel and high-level
waste disposal, this issue is considered
Category 1. Excepting the collective
effects previously discussed, for other
Category 1 issues, the impacts will be
considered at the individual renewal
stage as a means of judging the total
impact of an individual license renewal
decision. However, the Commission has
already judged the impacts of high level
waste disposal as part of this rule. -

With respect to the nonradiological
jmpact of the uranium fuel cycle, data
concerning land requirements, water
requiremenis, the use of fossil fuél,
gaseous effluent, liquid effluent, and
tailings solutions and solids, all listed in
Table S-3, have been reviewed to
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determine the significance of the
environmental impacts of a power
reactor operating an additional 20 years.
The nonradiological impacis
attributable to the relicensing of an
individual power reactor are found to be
of small significance. License renewal of
an individual plant is so indirectly
connected Lo the operation of fuel cycle
facilitles that it is meaningless to
address the mitigation of impacts
identified above. This is a Category 1
issue,

Table S-3 does not take into account
long-term onsite storage of LLW, mixed
waste, and storage of spent fuel
~ assemblies onsite for longer than 10
years, nor does it take into account
impacts from mixed waste disposal, The
environmental impacts of these aspecis
of onsite storage are also addressed in
Chapter 6 of the final GEIS and the
findings are included in the final rule in
Table B—1 of appendix B to 10 CFR part
51,

Chapter 6 of the GEIS discusses the
impacts of offsite disposal of LLW and
mixed waste and concludes that impacts
will be small. The conclusion that
impacts will be small is based on the
regulations and regulatory programs in
place (e.g., 10 CFR part 61 for LLW and
40 CFR parts 261, 264, and 268 for
hazardous waste), experience with
existing sites, and the expectation that
NRC, EPA, and the States will ensure
that disposal will occur in compliance
with the applicable regulations.

The Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Act of 1980 (LLRWPA) made the
States responsible for the disposal of
commercially generated LLW. At
present, 9 compacis have been formed,
representing 42 States. The Texas
Compact (Texas, Maine, and Vermont)
is pending before the U.5. Congress,

New LLW disposal facilities in the
host States of California, North Carolina,
and Texas are forecast to be operational
between 1997 and 1998, Facillties in the
host States of Connecticut, Illinois,
Massachusetts, Nebraska, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, and New York are:
scheduled for operation between 1999
and 2002, Envirocare, in Utah, takes
limited types of waste from certain
generators.

There are uncertainties in the
licensing process and in the length of
time needed to resolve technical issues,
but in NRC’s view there are no
unsolvable technical issues that will
inevitably preclude successful
development of new sites or other off-
site disposal ecapacity for LLW by the
time they will be needed. For example,
in California, the proposed Ward Valley
LW disposal facility was unexpectedly
delayed by the need to resclve technical

Issues raised by several scientists
independent of the project after the
license was issued. These issues were
recently reviewed and largely resolved
by an independent review group. In
North Carclina, Texas, and Nebraska,
the license application review period
has been longer than is required by the
LLRWPA, but progress continues to be
made,

The State's LLW responsibilities
include providing disposal capacity for
mixed LLW, Mixed waste disposal
facility developers face the same types
of challenpes as LLW site developers
plus difficulties with dual regulation
and small volumes. However, in NRC’s
view there are no technical reasons why
offsite disposal capacity for all types of
mixed waste should not become
available when needed. NRC and EPA
have developed guidance on the siting
of mixed waste disposal facilities as
well as a conceptual design for a mixed
waste disposal facility. A disposal
facility for certain types of mixed waste
is operated by Envirocare in Utah. States
have begun discussions with DOE about
accepting commercial mixed waste for
treatment and disposal at DOE facilities.
Although these discussions have yet to
result in DOE accepting commercial
mixed waste at DOE facilities, it appears
that progress is being made toward
DOE's eventual acceptance of some
portion of commercial mixed waste at
its facilities.

While the NRC understands that there
have been delays and that uncertainties
exist such as those just discussed, the
Commission concludes that there is
reasonable assurance that sufficient
LLW and mixed LLW disposal capacity
will be made available when needed so
that facilities can be decommissioned
consistent with NRC decommissioning
requirements. This conclusicn, coupled
with the expected small impacts from
both storage and disposal justify
classification of LLW and mixed waste
disposal as Category 1 issues,

The GEIS addresses the matter of
extended onsite storage of both LLW
and mixed waste from refurbishment
and operations for a renewal period of
up to 20 years. Summary data are
provided and radiclogical and
nonradiological environmental impacts
are addressed. The analysis considers:

(1) The volumes of LLW and mixed
waste that may be generated from
license renewal;

(2) Specific requirements under the
existing regulatory framework;

(3) The effectiveness of the
regulations in maintaining low average
doses to members of the public and to
workers; and .

ADD-97

(4) Nonradiological impacts,
including land use, fugitive dust, air
quality, erosion, sedimentation, and
disturbance of ecosystems,

In addition, under 10 CFR 50.59,
licensees are allowed to make changes
to their facilities as discussed in the
final safety analysis report without NRC
permission if the evaluation indicates

. that a change in the technical

specifications is not required or that an
unreviewed safety question does not
exist. Licensees would have to ensure
that any new LLW activities would not
represent an unreviewed safety question
for routine operations or for conditions
that might arise from potential
accidents. Both onsite and offsite
impacts would have to be considered. If
a LLW or mixed waste activity fails
either of the two tests'in 10 CER 50.59,
a license amendment is required.
Subject to the two possible review
requirements just noted, the
Commission finds that continued onsite
storage of both LLW and mixed waste
resulting from license renewal will have
small environmental impacts and will
require no further review within the
license renewal proceeding. .

The GEIS addresses extended onsite
storage of spent fuel during a renewal
period of up to 20 years. The
Cormmission has studied the safety and
environmental effects of the temporary
storage of spent fuel after cessation of
reactor eperation and has published a
generic determination of no significant
environmental impact (10 CFR 51.23},
The environmental data on storing spent
fuel onsite in a fuel pool for 10 years
before shipping for offsite disposal have
been assessed and reported in NUREG-~
0116, “The Envircnmental Survey cf the
Reprocessing and Waste Management
Portions of the LWR Fuel Cycle”
{QOctoher 1976), and published in the
Commission’s regulations (10 CFR
51,51). Environmental assessments (EA)
for expanding the fuel pool storage
capacity have been conducted for
numerous planis, In each case, a finding
of no significant environmental impact
was reached. '

Radtoactive exposures, waste
generation, and releases were evaluated
and found to be small. The only
nonradiological effluent from waste
storage s additional heat from the plant
that was found to have a negligible
effect on the environment. Accidents
were evaluated and were found to have
insignificant effects on the environment.
Dry cask storage at an independent
spent fuel storage installation (ISESI) is
another technology used to store under
a general license. The environmental
impacts of allowing onsite dry cask
storage under a general license were
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assessed in an EA and found to he
.insignificant. Further, the Commission
has conducted EAs for seven specific
licensed ISFSIs and has reached a
finding of no significant environmental
impact for each site. Each EA addressed
the impacts of consiruction, use, and
decomumnissioning, Potential impacts
that were assessed include radiological
impacts, land use, terrestrial resources,
water use, aquatic resources, noise, air
quality, socloeconomics, radiological
impacts during construction and routine
-operation, and radiclogical impacts of
off-normal events and accidents. Trends
in onsite spent fuel storage capacity and
the volume of spent fuel that will be
generated during an additional 20 years
of operation are considered in the GEIS.

" Spent fuel storage capacity requirements
can be adequately met by ISFSIs
without significant environmental
impacts, The environmental impacts of
onsite storage of spent fuel at all plants
have been adequately assessed in the
GEIS for the purposes of an
environmental review and agency
decision on renewal of an operating
license; thus, no further review within -
the license renewal proceeding is
required. This provision is relative to-
the license renewal decision and does
not alter existing Cormmission licensing
requirements specific to on-site storage
of spent fuel.

The environmental impacts from the
transportation of fuel and waste
attributable to license renewal are found
to be small when they are within the
range of impacts of parameters
identified in Table S—4, The estimated
radiological effects are withiri regulatory
standards. The nonradiological impacis
are those from periodic shipments of
fuel and waste by individual trucks or
rail cars and thus would result in
infrequent and localized minor
contributions to traffic density.
Programs designed to further reduce
risk, which are already in place, provide
for adequate mitigation, Recent, ongoing
efforts by the Department of Energy to
study the impacts of waste
transportation in the context of the
multi-purpose canister (see, 60 FR
45147, August 30, 1995) suggest that
there may be unresolved issues
regarding the magnitude of cumulative
impacts from the use of a single rail line
or truck route in the vicinity of the
repository to carry all spent fuel from all
plants. Accordingly, NRC declines to
reach a Category I conclusion on this
issue at this time. Table S-4 should
continue to be the basis for case-by-case
evaluation of transportation impacts of
fuel and waste until such time as a
detailed analysis of the environmental

impacts of transportation to the
proposed repository at Yucca Mountain
becomes available.

9. Accidents

Concern, Several commenters
expressed concerns regarding the
appropriateness of the severe accident
determination in the GEIS and with the
treatment of severe accident mitigation
destgn alternatives (SAMDAsS} for
license renewal. A group of commenters
identified areas of concern that they
belleve justify severe accidents heing
classified as a Category 3 issue. The
areas Included seismic risks to nuclear
power plants and site-specific
evacuation risks. Several commenters
questioned whether the analyses of the
environmental impacts of accidents
were adequate to make a Category 1
determination for the issue of severe
accidents, The contention is that a
bounding analysis would be established
only if plant-specific analyses were
performed for every plant, which was
not the case, Instead, the GEIS analysis
made use of a single generic source term
for each of the two plant types.

Response. The Commission believes
that its analysis of the impacts of severe

- accidents is appropriate. The GEIS

provides an analysis of the
consequences of severe accidents for
each site in the country. The analysis
adopts standard assumptions about each
site for parameters such as evacudiion
speeds and distances traveled, and uses
site-specific estimates for parameters
such as population distribution and
meteorclogical conditions. These latter
two factors were used to evaluate the
expostire indices for these analyses. The
methods used result in predictions of
risk that are adequate to illustrate the
general magnitude and types of risks
that may occur from reactor accidents.
Reparding site-evacuation risk, the
radiological risk to persons as they
evacuate is taken into account within
the individual plant risk assessments
that form the basis for the GEIS. In
addition, 10 CEFR Part 50 requires that
licensees maintain up-fo-date
emergency plans, This requirement will
apply in the license renewal term as
well as in the current licensing ferm.

As was done in the GEIS analysis, the
use of generic source terms (one set for
PWRs and another for BWRs) is
consistent with the past practice that

" has been used and accepted by the NRC

for individual plant Final
Environmental Impact Statements
(FEISs). The purpose of the source term
discussion in the GEIS is to describe
whether or not new information on
source terms developed after the
completion of the most recent FEISs

ADD-98

indicates that the source terms used in
the past under-predict envirenmental
consequences. The NRC has concluded
that analysis of the new source term’
information developed over the past 10
years indicates that the expected
frequency and amounts of radioactive
release under severe accident conditions
are less than that predicted using the
generic source terms, A summary of the
evolution of this research is provided in
NUREG-1150, “Severe Accldent Risks:
An Assessment for Five U.S. Nuclear
Power Plants” (December 1390), and its
supporting documentation. Thus, the
analyses performed for the GEIS
represent adequate, plant-specific
estimates of the impacts from severe

"accidents that would generally over-

predict, rather than under-predict,
environmental consequences, Therefore,
the GEIS analysis of the impacts of
severe accidents for license renewal is
retained and is considered applicable to
all plants.

Based on an evaluation of the
comments, the Commission has
reconsidered its previous conclusion in
the draft GEIS concerning site-specific
consideration of severe accident
mitigation. The Commission has
determined that a site-specific
consideration of alternatives to mitigate
severe accldents will be required at the
time of license renewal unless a
previous consideration of such
alternatives regarding plant operation
has heen included in a final
environmental impact statement or a
related supplement. Because the third
criterion required to make a Category 1
desipnation for an issue requires a
generic consideration of mitigation, the
issue of severe accidents must be
reclassified as a Category 2 issue that
requires a consideration of severe
accident mitigation alternatives,
provided this consideration has not
already been completed. The
Commission’s reconsideration of the
issue of severe accident mitigation for
license renewal is based on the
Commission’s NEPA regulations that
require a consideration of mitigation -
alternatives in its environmental impact
statements {EISs) and supplements to
EISs, as well asa previous court
decisfon that required a review of severe
mitigation alternatives (referred to as
SAMDAS) at the operating license stage,
See, Limerick Ecology Action v. NRC,
B69 F.2d 719 (3d Cir. 1989).

Although the Commission has
considered containment improvements
for all plants pursuant to its
Containment Performance Improvement
(CPI) program, which identified
potential containment improvements for
site-specific consideration by licensees,
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

10 CFR Pari 51

[Pocket No, PRM-51-10, NRC‘-—2OOB—DD22
and Docket No. PRM-51-12, NRC-2007-
0019]

The Attorney General of
Commonwealith of Massachusetts, The
Attorney General of California; Denial
of Petitions for Rulemaking

AGENCY;: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC).
ACTION: Petition for rulemaking; denial,

SUMMARY: The NRC is denying two
petitions for rulemaking (PRM], one
filed by the Attorney General of the
Comronwealth of Magsachusetts
{Massachusetts AG) and the other filed
by the Attorney General for the State of
California (California AG), presenting
" nearly identical issues and requests for
rulemaking concerning the
_ environmental impacts of the high-
density storage of spent nuclear fuel in
large water poals, known as spent fuel
pools (SFPs), The Petitioners asserted
that “new and significant information”
shows that tha NRC incorrectly ’
characterized the environmental
impacts of high-density spent fuel
storage as “‘insignificant” in its National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
generic environmental impact statement
{EIS) for the ranewal of nuclear power
plant licenses, Specifically, the
Petitioners asserted that spent fuel
stored in high-density SFPs is more
vulnerable to a zirconium fire than the
NRG concluded in its NEPA analysis.
ADDRESSES: You can access publicly
available documents related to these
petitions for rulemaking using the
following methods:

Federal e-Rulemaking Portal: Go to
httpi//www.regnlations.gov and search
for documents filed under Docket ID
[NRC—2006-0022) (PRM-51-10), and
[NRC—2007--0019] (PRM—51-12).

NRC’s Public Document Room (PDR):
The public may. examine and have
copied for a fee publicly available

documents at the NRC’s PDR, Public
File Area 01 F21, One White Flint
North, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville,
Maryland. :

NRCG’s Agencywids Documents Access
and Management System (ADAMS):
Publicly available documents created or
recaived at the NRC are available
electronically at the NRC's electronic
Reading Room at hitp://www.nrc.gov/
reading-rm/adams. himl, From this page,
the public can pain entry into ADAMS,
which provides text and image files of
NRC’s public documents. If you do not
have access to ADAMS or if there are
problems in accessing the documents
located in ADAMS, contact the NRC
PDR reference staff at 1-839-397-4209,
301-415-4737, or by e-mail to
pdr.resource@nre.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: L.
Mark Padovan, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, 1.5, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 205550001, telephone (301) 415
1423, e-mail Mark. Padovan@nre.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

L Background
I, Petitioners” Requests
IMI. Public Comments
IV. NEPA and NUREG—1437
V. Reasons for Denial—General
A. Spent Fusl Pools
B. Physical Security
C. Very Low Risk
VI. Reasons for Denial—NRC Responses to
Petitioners’ Assertions
A, New and Significant Information
B. Spent Fuel Assemblies Will Burn if
Uncoverad
1. Heat Transfer Mechanisms
2, Partial Drain-Down
3, License Amendments
. C. Fuel Will Burn Regardless of its Age
D. SFP Zirconium Fire Will Propagate
E, SFP Zirconium Fire May Be
Catastrophic
1, Not New and Significant Information;
Very Low Probability
2. Shearon Harris Atomic Safsty and
Licensing Board Panel (ASLBP)
‘Proceeding
4. SFP Zirconium Fire Does Not Qualify As
a DBA
F. Intentional Attack on a SFP is
“Reasonably Foreseeable”
1. NAS Report
2. Ninth Circuit Decision
G. SFP Zirconium Fire Should be
Considered within the Analysis of
SAMAs
VII. Denial of Petitions
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I. Background

The NRC received two PRMs
requesting that Title 10 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (10 CFR), Part 51,
be amended. The Massachusetts AG
filed its petition on August 25, 2006
(docketed by the NRG as PRM-51-10),
The NRC published a notice of receipt
and requast for public comment in the
Federal Register on November 1, 2006
(71 FR 64169}, The California AG filed -
its petition on- March 16, 2007 (docketed
by the NRC ags PRM-51-12), PRM-51—
12 incorporates by reference the facts
and legal arpuments set forth in PRM—
51-10, The NRC published a notice of
receipt and request for public comment
on PRM-51-12 in the Federal Register
on May 14, 2007 (72 FR 27068). The )
California AG filed an amended petition
(treated by the NRC as a supplement to
PRM 51-12) on September 19, 2007, to
clarify its Tulemaking request. The NRG
published a notice of receipt for the
supplemental petition in the Federal
Register on November 14, 2007 (72 FR
64003). Because of the similarities of
PRM-51-10 and PRM~-51-12, the NRC
evaluated the two petitions together.

The Petitioners asserted the following
in their petitions:

1. “New and significant information”
shows that the NRC incorrectly
characterized the environmental
impacts of high-density spent fusl
storage as “insignificant” in the NRC’s
NUREG--1437, Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for License Renewal
of Nuclear Plants, May 1998,
Specifically, the Petitioners asserted
that an accident or a malicious act, such
as a terrorist attack, could result in an,
SEP being drained, either partially or
completaly, of its cooling water. The
Petitioners further asserted that this
drainage would then cause the stored
spent fuel assemblies fo heat up and
then ignite, with the resulting zirconium

five releasing a substantial amount of
‘radioactive material into the

environment.

2. The hases of the *new and
significant information’ are the
following:

a. NUREG—1738, Technical Study of
the Spent Fusl Pool Accident Risk ot
Decommissioning Nuelear Power Plants,
January 2001

b. National Academy of Sciences
Committes on the Safety and Security of
Commercial Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage,
Safety and Security of Commercial
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Spent Nuclear Fusl Storage (National
Academies Press: 2008) (NAS Report)

¢. Gordan R. Thompson, “Risks and
Risk-Reducing Options Associated with
Pool Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel at
the Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Plants,” May 25, 2006
[Thompson Report)

3. SpemﬁcalF , the Petitioners
asserted that the “new and significant”
information shows the following:

a. The fuel will burn if the water level
in an SFP drops to the point where the
tops of the fuel assemblies are
uncovered {complete or partial water
loss resulting from SFP drainage being
caused by either an accident or terrorist
attack).

b. The fuel will burn regardless of its
age.

gc The zirconium fire will propagate
to other assemblies in the pool.

d. The zirconium fire may he
catastrophie,

e. A severe accident caused by an
intentional attack on a nuclear power
plant SFP is “reasonably foreseeabla,”

The Petitioners also asserted that new
and significant information shows that
the radiclogical risk of a zirconium fire
in a high-density SFP at an operating
nuclear power plant can ba comparable
to, or greater than, the risk of a core-
degradation event of non-malicious

" origin (i.e., a “severs accident’’) at the
plant’s reactor, Consequently, the
Petitioners asserted that SFP fires must
be considered within the body of savere
accident mitigation alternatives
{SAMAs).

1I. Petitioners’ Requests

PRM~-51-10 requested that the NRC
take the following actions:

1, Consider new and significant
information showing that the NRC’s
characterization of the environmental
impacts of spent fuel storage as
insignificant in NUREG—-1437 is
incorrect.

2. Revoke the regulations which
codify that incorrect conclusion and
excuse consideration of spent fuel
storage impacts in NEPA decision-
making documents, namely, 10 CFR
51.53(c}{2), 51.95(c) and Table B—1,
“Summary of Findings on NEPA Issues
for License Renewal of Nuclear Power
Plants,” of appendix B to subpart A of
10 CFR Part 51. Further, revoke 10 CFR
51.23(a) and (b}, 51.30(b), 51.53, 51.61,
and 51.80(b) to the extent that these
regulations find, imply, or assume that
environmental impacts of high-density
pool storage are insignificant, and
therefore need not be considered in any
plant-specific NEPA analysis.

" 3. Issue a generic determination that
the environmental impacts of high-

density pool storage of spent fuel are

_ slgmﬁcant

4, Require that any NRC licensing
decision that approves high-density
pool storage of spent fuel at a nuclear
power plant, or any other facility, must
be accompanied by a plant-specific EIS
that addresses the environmental
impacts of high-density pool storage of

spent fuel at that nuclear plant and a

reasonable array of alternatives for
avoiding or mitigating those impacts.

5. Amend its regulations to require
that SAMASs that must be discussed in
utility company environmental reports
{ERs} and NRC supplemental EISs for
individual plants under-10 CFR "
51.53{c}(3)(ii){L} and Table B—1 of
appendix B to subpart A of 10 CFR part
51 (“Postulated Accidents: Severe
Accidents”) must include alternatives fo
avoid, or mitigate, the impacts of high-
density pool zirconium fires.

PRM-51-12 incorporates by reference
PRM-51-10. PRM~51-12 requested that
the NRC take the following actions:

1. Rescind all NRC regulations found
in 10 CFR part 51 that imply, find, or
determine that the potential
environmental effects of high- den51ty

_pool storage of spent nuclear fuel are

not significant for purposes of NEPA
and NEPA analysis.

2. Adopt, and issue, a generic
determination that approval of such
storage at a nuclear power plant, or any
other facility, does constitute a major
federal aciion that may have a
significant pffect on the human
environment,

3. Require.that no NRC lcensing
decision that approves high-density
pool storage of spent nuclear fuel at a
nuclear power plant, or other storage
facility, may issue without the prior
adoption and certification of an EIS that
complies with NEPA in all respects,
including full identification, analysis,
and disclosure of the potential
environmental affects of such storage,
including the potential for accidental or
deliberately caused release of
radioactive products to the
environment, whether by accident or
through acts of terrorism, as well as full
and adequate discussion of potential
mitigation for such effects, and full
discussion of an adequate array of
alternatives to the proposed storage
project.

I, Public Comments

The NRC’s notice of receipt and
request for public comment invited
interested persons to submit comments.
The comment period for PRM 51-10
originally closed on January 16, 2007,
but was extended through Maxch 19,
2007; The public comment period for

ADD-00

PRM 5112 closed on July 30, 2007,
Accordingly, the NRC considered
comments received on both petitions
through the end of July 2007, The NRG
received 1,676 public comments, with
1,602 of these being nearly identical
form e-mail comments supporting the
petitions. Sixty-nine other comments
also support the petitions, These
comments were submitted by States,
private organizations, and members of
the U.S. Congress. Two letters from the
Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI} oppose

.the petitions, and three muclear industry

comments endorse NEI's comments.

In general, the comments supporting
the petitions focused on the following
main elements of the petitions:

e NRG should evaluate the
environmental impacts (large
radioactive releases and contamination
of vast areas) of severe accidents and
intentional attacks an hiph-density SFP
storage in its licensing decisions (NEPA
analysis):

o The 2006 decision of the United
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit, San Luis Obispo Mothers for
Peace v. NRC, 449 ¥.3d 1016 (9th Cir,
2006), cert. denied 127 8, Ct, 1124
{2007), concluded that the NRC must
svaliate the environmental impacts of a
terrorist attack on SFP storage in its
Hcensing decisions.

o NRC’s claim that the likelihood of
a SFP zirconium fire is remote is
incorrect. Partial loss of water in an SFP
could lead to a zirconium fire and
release radioactivity to the environment.

» NRG's characterization of the
environmental impacts of high-density
SFP storage as “insignificant™ in
NUREG-1437 is incorrect, and the NRC
should revoke the regulations which
codity this.

o Any licensing decision approving
high-density spent fuel storage should
have an EIS,

- Cormments opposing the petitions
centered on the following:

s Petitioners failed to show that
regu.latory relief is needed to address

“new and significant” information
CDHGBI‘IIIDg the potentlal for spent fuel
zirconium fires in connection with high-
density SFP storage. None of the
documents that the Petitioners cited or
referenced satisfy the NRC's standard
for new and significant information.

¢ Petitioners failed to show that the
Commission should rescind its Waste
Confidence decision codified at 10 CFR
51.23, or change its determination that
the environmental impacts of high-
density spent fuel storage are
insignificant.

s The Commission has rec:en’dy
affirmed its longstanding view that
NEPA demands no terrorism inquiry,
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and that the NRC therefore need not
consider the environmental
consequences of hypothetical terrorist
attacks on NRC-licensed facilities.

» The Comumnission’s rejection of the
Ninth Circuit Court’s view is consistent
with the U.S. Supreme Court’s position
that NEPA should not be read to force
agencies to consider environmental
impacts for which they cannot
reasonably be held responsibla,
Moreover, the NREC has, in fact,
examined terrorism under NEPA and
found the impacts similar to the impacts
of already-analyzed, severe reactor
accidents. - )

The NRC reviewed and considered
the comments in its decision to deny
both petitions, as discussed in the
following sections: :

IV. NEPA and NUREG-1437

The NRC’s environmental protection
regulations in 10 CFR Part 51 identify
renewal of a nuclear power plant
operating license as a major federal
action significantly affecting the quality
of the human envirenment. As such, an
EIS is required for a plant license
renewal review in accordance with the
NEPA, The Petitioners challenge
NUREG-1437, which generically
assasses the significance of various
environmental impacts associated with
the renewal of nuclear power plant
licenses. NUREG-1437 summarizes the
findings of a systematic inquiry into the
potential environmental consequences
of operating individual nuclear power
plants for an additional 20 years. The
findings of NUREG—1437 are codified in
Table B—1 of appendix B to subpart A
of 10 CFR part 51,

The NUREG—1437 analysis identifies
the attributes of the nuclear power
plants, such as major features and plant
systems, and the ways in which the
plants can affect the environment, The
analysis also identifies the possible
refurbishment activities and
modifications to maintenance and
operating procedures that might be
undertaken given the requirements of
the safety review as provided for in the
NRG's nuclear power plant license
renewal regulations at 10 CFR part 54.

NUREG—1437 assigns one of three
impact levels (small, moderate, or large)
to a given environmental resource (8.8.,
air, water, or soil}. A small impact
means that the environmental effects are
not detectable, or are so minor that they
will neither destabilize, nor noticeably
alter, any important attribute of the
resource, A moderate impact means that
the environmental effects are sufficient
to alter noticeably, but not to
destabilize, important attributes of the
resoutce. A large impact means that the

environmental effects are clearly
noticeable, and are sufficient to
destabilize important attributes of the
Tesourcs,

Tn addition to determining the
significance of environmental impacts
associated with license renewal, the
NRC determined whether the analysis in
NUREG--1437 for a given resource can
be applied to all plants. Under the
NUREG-1437 analysis, impacts will be
considered Category 1 or Category 2, A
Category 1 determination means that the
environmental impacts associated with
that resource are generic (i.0,, the samae)
for all plants. A Category 2
determination means that the
environmental impacts associated with
that resource cannot be generically
assassed, and must be assessed on a
plant-specific basis, '

The NRC regulations at 10 CFR part
51, subpart A, appendix B, Table B—1
and NUREG-~1437 set forth three criteria
for an issue to be classified as Category
1. The first criterion is that the

anvironmental impacts associated with

that resource have been determined to
apply to all plants. The second criterion
is that a single significance level {i.e.,
small, moderate, or large) has been
assigned to the impacts.t The third
criterion is that the mitigation of any
adverse impacts associated with the
resource has been considered in
NUREG-1437 and further, it has been
determined that additional plant-
specific mitigation measures are not
likely to be sufficiently beneficial to
warrant implementation, For Category 1
issues, the generic analysis may be
adopted in each plant-specific license
renewal review,

A Category 2 classification means that
the NUREG—1437 analysis does not
meet the criteria of Category 1. Thus, on
that particular environmental issue,
additional plant-specific review is
required and must be analyzed by the
license renewal applicant in its ER,

For each license renewal application,
the NRC will prepare a draft
supplemental EIS (SELS) to analyze
those plant-specific (Category 2) issues.
Neither the SEIS nor the ER is required
to cover Category 1 issues. However,
hoth are required to consider any new
and significant information for Category
1 or unidentified issues. The draft SEIS
is made available for public comment.
After considering public comments, the
NRC will prepare and issue the final
SETS in accordance with 10 CFR 51.91
and 5%.93, The final SEIS and NUREG~

1 A note o Table B—1 states that significance
levels have not been assigned "“for collective off site
radiological impacts from the fuel cycls and from
high level waste and spent fuel disposal.” 10 CFR
part 51, sabpart A, app. B, Tabla B—1, n, 2.
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1437, togsther, serve as the requisits
NEPA analysis for any given license
renewal application.

The NUREG-1437 analysis, as shown
in Table B—1 of appendix B to subpart
A of 10 CFR part 51, found that the
environmental impact of the storage of
spent nuclear fuel, including high-
density storage, in SFPs, during any
plant refurbishment or plant operation
through the license renswal term, are of
a small significance level and meet all
Category 1 criteria. It is this finding that
the Petitioners challenga, After
reviewing the petitions and the public
comments Teceived, the NRC has
determined that its findings in NUREG—
1437 and in Table B—1 remain valid,
both for SFP accidents and for potential
terrorist attacks that could result in an
SFP zirconium fire,

" V. Reasons for Denial—General

A, Speﬁt Fuel Pools

Spent nuclear fuel offloaded from a
reactor is stored in a SFP, The SFPs at
all nuclear plants in the United States
are massive, extremely-robust structures
designed to safely contain the spent fuel
discharged from a nuclear reactor under
a variety of normal, off-normal, and
hypothetical accident conditions (e.g.,
loss of elactrical power, floods,
earthquakes, or tornadoes). SFPs are
made of thick, reinforced, concrete
walls and floors lined with welded,
stainless-steel plates to form a leak-tight
barrier. Racks fitted in the SFPs store
the fuel assemblies in a controlled
configuration (i.e,, so that the fuel is
both sub-critical and in a coolahles
geometiry). Redundant monitoring,
cooling, and makeup-water systems are
provided. The spent fuel assemblies are
positioned in racks at the bottom of the
pool, and are typically covered by at
least 25 feet of wafor, SFPs are
essentially passive systems.

The water in the SFPs provides
radiation shielding and spent fuel
assembly cooling. It also captures
radionuclides in case of fuel rod leaks,
The water in the pool is circulated
through heat exchangers for cooling.
Filters capture any radienuclides and
other contaminants that get into the
water, Makeup water can also be added
to the pool to replace water loss,

SFPs are located at reactor sites,
typlcally within the fuel-handling
fpressurized-water reactor) or reactor
building (boiling-water reactor), From a
structural point of view, nuclear power
plants are designed to protect against
external events such as tornadoes,
hurricanes, fires, and floods. These
structural features, complemented by
the deployment of effective and visible
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physical security protection measures,
are also dsterrents to terrorist activities.
Additionally, the emergency procedures
and SAMA guidelines developed for
reactor accidents provide a means for
mitigating the potential consequences of
terrorist attacks.

B. Physical Secun’ty

The Petitioners raise the possibility of
a successful terrorist attack as increasing
the probability of an SFP zirconium fire.
As the NAS Report found, the
probability of terrorist attacks on SFPs
cannot be reliably assessed,
quantitatively or comparatively. The
NRC has determined, however, that
security and mitigation measures the
NRC has imposed upon its licensees
since September 11, 2001, and national
anti-terrorist measures to prevent, for
example, aircrafi hijackings, coupled
with the robust nature of SFPs, make the
probability of a successtul terrorist
attack, though numerically
indeterminable, very low.

The NRC’s regulations and security
orders require licensees to develop
security and training plans for NRC
review and approval, implement
procedures for these plans, and to
periodically demonstrate proficiency
through tests and exercises.? In
addition, reactor physical security
systems use a defense-in-depth concept,
involving the following:

¢ Vehicle (external} barriers.

* Hences,

» Intrusion detection, alarm, and
assessment systems,

= Internal barriers.

» Armed responders.

¢ Redundant alarm stations with
command, control, and communications
systemns,

» Local law enforcement authority's
Tesponse to a site and angmentation of
the on-site armed response force.

» Security and emergency-
preparedness procedure development
and planning efforts with local officials.

+ Security personnel training and
qualification,

The NRC’s regulatory approach for
maintaining the safety and security of
power reactors, and thus SFPs, is based
upon robust designs that are coupled
with a strategic triad of preventive/
protective systems, mitigative systems,
and emergency-preparedness and
response. Furthermore, each licensee’s
sacurity functions are integrated and

2z for additional related information, pleass sea
the NRC fact sheat “INRC Review of Paper on
Reducing Hazards From Stored Spent Nuclear
Fuel,” which is available on the NRC's public Web
site at; http://www.nre gov/reading-rm/doc-
collections/fact-sheets/reducing-hazards-spent-
fuel himal.

coordinated with reactor operations and

emergency response functions.
Licensees develop protective strategies
in arder to meet the NRC design-basis
threat (DBT).3 In addition, other Federal
agencies such as the Federal Aviation
Administration, the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, and the Department of
Homeland Security have taken
aggressive steps to prevent terrorist
attacks in the United States. Taken as a
whole, thase systemns, personnel, and
procedures provide reasonable
assurance that public health and safety,
the environment, and the common
defense and security will be adequately
protected.

. G. Very Low Risk

Risk is defined as the probability of
the occurrence of a given event
multiplied by the consequences of that
event.* Studies conducted over the last’
three decades have consistently shown
that the probahbility of an accident
causing a zirconium fire in an SFP to be
lower than that for severe reactor
accidents. The risk of beyond design-
basis accidents {(DBAs) in SFPs was first
examined as part of the landmark
Reactor Safety Study: An Assessment of
Accident Risks in U.S. Commercial
Nuclear Power Plants (WASH--1400,
NUREG-75/014, 1975), and was found
to be several orders of magnitude below
those involving the reactor core. The
risk of an SFP accident was re-examined
in the 1980’s as Generic Issua 82,
Bevyond Design Basis Accidents in Spent
Fuel Pools, in light of increased use of
high-density storage racks and

‘laboratory studies that indicated the

posgibility of zirconium fire propagation
between assemblies in an air-cooled
enviromment, The risk assessment and
cost-benefit analyses developed through
this effort, NUREG—-1353, Regulatory
Analysis for the Resolution of Generic
Issue 82, Beyond Design Basis Accidents
in Spent Fuel Pools, Section 6.2, April
1989, concluded that the risk of a severs
accident in the SFP was low and
“‘appear|s] to meet” the objectives of the
Commission’s “Safety Goals for the
Operations of Nuclear Power Plants;
Policy Statement,” (August 4, 1986; 51

3 The DBT represents the largesi threat against
which a private sector facility can ba reasonably
expected to defend with high assurance, The NRC's
DBT rule was published in the Federal Register on
March 19, 2007 (72 FR 12705},

4+The American Society of Mechanical Engineers
[ASME) “Standard for Probabilistic Risk
Assessmont for Nuclear Power Plant Applications,”
ASME RA~5-2002, defines risk as the probability
and consequences of an event, as expressed by the
risk "triplet” that is the answer to the following
three questions: (1) What can go wrong? (2} How
likely is it? and (3) What are the consequences if
it ocours?
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FR 28044), as amended (August 21,
1986; 51 FR 30028), and that no new
regulatory requirements were
warranted.B

‘S¥P accident risk was re-assessed in
tha late 1990s to support a risk-informed
rulemaking for permanenily shutdown,
ar decommissioned, nuclear power
plants. The study, NUREG-1738,
Technical Study of Spent Fuel Pool
Accident Risk at Decominissioning
Nuclear Power Plants, January 2001,
conservatively assumed that if the water .
level in the SFP dropped below the top
of the spent fuel, an SFP zirconium fire
involving all of the spent fuel would
oceur, and thereby bounded those
conditions associated with air cooling of
the fuel (including partial-draindown
scemarios) and fire propagation. Even
when all events leading ta the spent fuel
assemblies becoming partially or
completsly uncovered were assumed fo
result in an SFP zirconium fire, the
study found the risk of an SFP fire to be
low and well within the Commission’s
Safety Goals. '

Furthermors, slgnificant additional
analyses have been performed since
September 11, 2001, that support the
viaw that the risk of a successful
terrorist attack (i.e., one that results in
an SEP zirconium fire) is very low.
These analyses were conducted by the
Sandia National Laboratories and are
collectively referred to herein as the
“Sandia studies.” 6 The Sandia studies

s The Commission’s Safety Goals identified two
quantitative objectives concerning moxtality risks:
(1) The risk to an average individual in the vicinity
of a nuclear power plant of prompt fatalities that
might result from reactor accidents should not
exceed one-tenth of one percent {0.1 percent) of the
sum of prompt fatality risks resulting from other
accidents in which members of the U.S. population
ara generally exposed; and {2) The risk to the
population in the area near a nuclear power plant
of cancer fatelities that might result from nuclear
power plant operation should not exceed one-tenth
of one percent (0,1 percent] of the sum of cancer
fatality risks resulting from all other canses,

@ Sandia National Laboratories, “Mitigation of
Spent Fuel Pool Loss-of-Coolant Inventory
Accidents and Extension of Reference Plant
Analyses to Other Spent Fusl Pools,” Sendia Letter”
Repart, Revision 2 (Novernber 2006} incorporates
and summarizes tha Sandia Studies, This document
is designated “Official Use Only—Security Related
Information.” A version of the Sandia Studiss, with
substantial redactions, was mede publicas a ’
response 1o a Freedom of Information Act request,
it is availeble on the NRC's Agencywide Document
Access and Management System (ADAMS), The
redacted version can be found under ADAMS
Accession No. ML062290362, For access to
ADAMS, coniact the NRC Pablic Docwment Room
Reference staff at 1-800-397--4209, 301-4165—4737,
or by e-mail to pdr.resource@nre.gov, For additional
related information, please see tha NRC fact sheet
“NRC Review of Paper on Reducing Hazards From
Stored Spent Nuclear Fuel,” which is available on
the NRC’s public Weh site at: hitp//www.nue.gov/
reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/reducing-
hazards-spent-fuel himl,
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are sengitive security related
information and are not available to the
public. The Sandia studies considered
spent fuel loading patterns and other
aspects of a pressurized-water reactor
SFP and a boiling-water reactor 5P,
mcludmg tho role that the circulation of
air plays in the cooling of spent fuel.
The Sandia studies indicated that there
may be a significant amount of time
hetween the initiating event (i.e., the
avent that causes the. SFP water level to
drop) and the spent fuel assemblies
becoming partially or completely

- uncovered, In addition, the Sandia
studises indicated that for those
hypothstical conditions whera air
cooling may not be effective in
preventing a zirconium fire {i.e., the
partial drain down scenario cited by the
Petitioners), there is a significant
amount of time between the spent fuel
becoming uncovered and the possible
onset of such a zirconium fire, thersby
providing a substantial opportunity for
both operator and system event
mitigation.

The Sandia studies, which more fully
account for relevant heat transfer and
fluid flow mechanisms, also indicated
that air-cooling of spent fuel would be
sufficient to prevent SFP zirconium fires
at a point much earliar following fuel
offload from the reactor than previously
considered {e. g in NUREG-1738).

Thus, the fuel is more easily cooled, and -

the likelihood of an SFP fire is therefore
reduced.

Additional mitigation strategies
implemented subsequent to Septernber
11, 2001, snhance spent fuel coolability
and the potentlal to recover SFP water
level and cooling prior to a potential
SFP zirconium fire. The Sandia studies
also confirmed the effectivensss of
additional mitigation strategl'es to
maintain spent fuel cooling in the svent
the poal is drained and its initial water
inventory is reduced or lost entirely.
Based on this more recent information,
and the implementation of additional
strategies following September 11, 2001,
the probability, and accordingly, the-
risk, of a SFP zirconium fire initiation
is expected to be less than reported in
NUREG-1738 and previous studies.

Given the physical robustness of
SFPs, the physical security measures,
and SFP mitigation measures, and based
upon NRC site evaluations of every SFP
in the United States, the NRC has
determined that the risk of an SFP
zirconium fire, whether cansed by an
accident or a terrorist attack, is very
low. As such, the NRC’s generic
findings in NUREG—1437, as further
reflected in Table B—1 of appendix B to
subpart A of 10 CFR part 51, remain
valid,

VI. Reasons for Denial —NRC
Responses to Petitioners’ Assertions

A, New and Significant Information

The Petitioners asserted that new and
significant information shows that the
NRG incorrectly characterized the
environmental impacts of spent fuel
storage as “insignificant.” The
information relied npon by the
Petitioners, however, is neither “new”
nor “significant,” within the NRC’s
definition of those terms. The NRC
defines these terms in its Supplement 1
to NRC Regulatory Guide 4.2,
Preparation of Supplemenital
Environmental Reports for Applications
to Renew Nuclear Power Plant

Operating Licenses, Chapter 5

(September 2000) (RG 4.251). “New and
significant” information, which would
require supplementing NUREG—1437, is
defined as follows;

(1) Information that identifies a significant
environmental issue that was not considerad
in NUREG-1437 and, consequently, not
codified in Appendix B to Subpart A of 10
CFR Part 51, or

{2) Information that was not considered in
the analyses summarized in NUREG-1437.
and that leads to an impact finding different
from that codified in 10 CFR Part 51.

The Petitioners’ “new and

- gignificant” information does not meet

the RC 4.251 criteria, NUREG-1437
(Sections 6.4.6.1. to 6.4.6.3.), and the
analyses cited therein, including the
NRC(C’s “Waste Confidence Rule”
(September 18, 1990; 55 FR 38474,
38480-81), extensively considered the
risk of SFP accidents, Moreover, to the
extent any information submitted by the
Petitionaers was not considered in
NUREG--1437, none of the information
is “significant,” because, as explained
further in this document, it would not
lead to “‘an impact finding different
from that codified in 10 CFR Part 51,”
or as set forth in NUREG—1437.

B. Spent Fusl Assemblies Will Burn If
Uncovered

The Petitioners asserted that new and
stgnificant information, consisting
primarily of the Thompson Report,
NUREG—-1738, and a government-
sponsored study, the NAS Report, show
that spent fuel will burn if the water
lovel in an SFP drops to the point where
the tops of the fuel assemblies are

. uncovered. Specifically, the Petitioners

asserted that the NRC fails to recognize
the danger of a partial loss of water in
an SFP, which in the Petitioners’ view,
is more likely to cause an SFP
zirconium fire than-a complets loss of
water, because the remalning water will
block the circulating air that would
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otherwise actto cool the spent fuel
assemblies.

The NRC does not agree with the
Petitioners’ assertions. The NRCG has
determined that a zirconium cladding
fire does not occur when only the tops
of the fusl assemblies are uncoverad. In
reality, a zirconium fire cannot ocecur
unless tuel uncovering is more
substantial, Even then, the occurrence of
a zirconium fire requires a number of
conditions which are extremely unlikely
to oceur together. The Sandia studies
provide a more realistic assessment of
the coolability of spent fuel under a
range of conditions and a better
understanding of the actual safety
margins than was indicated in NUREG—
1738, The Sandia studies have
conslstently and conclusively shown
that the safety margins are much larger
than indicated by previous studies such
as NUREG-1738,

1. Heat Transfer Mechanisms

Pasi NRC studies of spent fuel heatup
and zirconium fire initiation
conservatively did not consider certain
natural heat-transfer mechanisms which
would serve to limit heatup of the spent
fuel assemblies and prevent a zirconium
fire. In particular, these studies,
including NUREG—1738, did not
consider heat transfer from higher-
decay-power assemblies to older, lower-
decay-power fuel assemblies in the SFP.
This heat transfer would substantially
increasa the etfectiveness of air cooling
in the event the SFP is drained, far

_ beyond the effectiveness of air cooling

cited in past studies. Both the Sandia
studies and the NAS Report confirm the
NRC conclusion that such heat transfer
mechanisms allow rapid heat transfer
away from the higher-powered
assemblies. The NAS Report also noted
that such heat transfer could air-cool the
assemblies to prevent a zirconium fire
within a relatively short time after the
discharge of agsemblies from the reactor
to the SFP.7 Thus, air cooling is an
effective, passive mechanism for cooling
spent fuel assemblies in the pool,

2. Partial Drain-Down

Air cooling is less effective under the
special, limited condition where the
water level in the SFP drops to a point
where water and steam cooling is not
sufficient to prevent the fuel from
overheating and initiating a zirconium
fire, but the water level is high enough
to block the full natural circulation of
air flow through the assemblies, This
condition has been commonly referred
to as a partial draindown, and is cited
in the Thompson Report, Under those

7NAS Report at 53,
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. conditions, however, it is important to
realistically model the heat transfer
hetween high- and low-powered fuel
assemblies. The heat transfer from hot
fuel assemblies to cooler assemblies will
delay the heat-up of assemblies, and
allow plant operators time to take
additional measures to rastore effective
cooling to the assembliss. Further, for
very low-powered assemblies, the
downward flow of air into the
assemblias can also serve to cool the

. assembly even though the full-

circulation flow path is blocked. Also,

as discussed fTurther in this document,
all nuclear plant SFPs have been
assessed to identify additional, existing
cooling capability and to provide new
supplemental cooling capability which
could be used during such rare events,

This supplemental cooling capahility

specifically addresses the cooling needs

during partial draindown events, and

would reduce the probability of a

zirconium fire even during those

extreme events,

3. License Amendments

Tn January 2006, the nuclear industry
proposed a combination of internal and
external strategies to enhance the spent
fuel heat removal capability systems at
gvery operating nuclear power plant.
The internal strategy implements a
diverse SFP mekeup systern that can
supply the required amount of makeup
water and SFP spray to remove decay
heat. The external strategy involves
using an independently-powered,
portable, SFP coolant makeup and spray
capability system that enhances spray
and rapid coolant makeup fo mitigate a
wide range of possible scenarios that
could reduce SFP water levels. In
addition, in cases where SFP watar
levels can not he maintained, leakage
control strategies would be considered
along with guidance to maximize spray
flows to the SFP. Time lines have baen
developed that include both dispersed
and non-dispersed spent fuel storage.
The NRC has approved license
amendments and issued safety
evaluations to incorporate these
strategies into the plant licensing bases
of all operating miclear power plants in
the United States.

C. Fuel Will Burn Regardless of Its Age

The NRC disagrees with the
Petitioners’ assertion that fuel will burn
regardless of age. Older fuel (fusl which
has been discharged from the reactor for
a longer time} is mora easily cooled and
is less likely to ignite because of its
lower decay power. A study relied upon
by the Petitioners, NUREG-1738, did
conservatively assume that spent fuel
stored in an SFP, regardless of age, may

he potentially vulnerabls to a partial

drain down event, and that the
possibility of a zirconium fire could not
be ruled out on a generic basis. This
conclusion, however, was in no sense a
statement of certainty and was made in

- order to reach a conclusion on a generic

basis, without relying on any plant-
specific analyses.

Furthermore, the SFP zirconium fire
frequency in NUREG-1738 was
predicated on a bounding, conservative
assumption that an SEP fire involving
all of the spent fuel would vcour if the
water level in the SFP dropped below
the top of the spent fuel. The NUREG—
1738 analysis did not attempt to
specifically address a number of issues
and actions that would substantially
teduce the likelihood of a zirconium
fire, potentially rendering the frequency
estimate to be remote and speculative.
For example, NUREG--1738 did not
account for the additional time available
following the spent fuel being partially
or completely uncoverad, but prior to
the onset of a zirconium fire, that would
allow for plant operator actions, makeup
of SFP water levels, and other .
mitigation measures, In addition,
NUREG-1738 did not consider tha
impact of plant and procedure changes
implemented as a result of the events of
the September 11, 2001, terrorist
attacks, NUREG-1738 did clarify that
the likelihood of a zirconium fire under
such conditions could be reduced by
accident management measures, but it
was not the purpose of NUREG-1738 to
evaluate such accident management
measures.

D. 5FP Zirconium Fire Will Propagate

Although it is possible that once a
spent fuel assembly ignites, the
zirconium fire can propagate to other
assemblies in the SFP, the NRC has
determined {as explained previously)
that the risk of an SFP zirconium fire
initiation is very low.

K. SFP Zirconium Fire May Be
Catastrophic

1, Not New and Significant Information;
Very Low Probability |

The Massachusetts A states that
“whila such a catastrophic accident is
unlikely, its probability falls within the
rangs that NRC considers reasonably
foreseeable.”” Thus, the Petitioners
asserted that an SFP zirconium fire
qualifies as a DBA and, that the impacts
of an SFP fire must be discussed in the
ER submitted by the licensee and the
NRC's EIS, as well as designed against
under NRC safety regulations,

The facts that a SFP contains a
potentially large inventory of
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radionuclides and that a release of that
material could have adverse effects are
not new. These facts are well known,
and were considered in the risk
evaluation of spent fuel storage
contained in NUREG=1738, Even with
the numerous conservatisms in the
NUREG-1738 study, as described
praviously, the NRC was able to
conclude that the risk from spent fuel
storage is low, and is substantially lower
than reactor risk,

A study relied upon by the
Petitioners, the Thompscn Report,
claimed that the probability (frequency)
of an SFP zirconium fire would be 2E-
5 per yoar 8 for events excluding acts of
malice (e.g., terrorism) and 1E—4 per
year @ for acts of malice. With respect to
random events (i.e., excluding acts of
malice), the NRC concludes that the
Thompson Report estimate is overly
gonservative. A more complets and
mechanistic assessment of the event, as
described in section VIE.2, of this
Notice, and associated mitigation
measures, leads to considerably lower
values. With réspect to events initiated
by a terrorist attack, the NRC concludes
that such probability (frequency)
estimates are entirely speculative. The
NRG also concludes that the additional
mitigation measures for SFP events
implemanted since September 11, 2001,
together with the more realistic
assessment of spent fusl cooling,
indicates that the likelihodd of a
zirconium fire, though numerically
indeterminable, is very low.

The 2F-5 per year estimate for events
axcluding acts of malice is based on an
unsubstantiated assumption that 50
percent of all severe reactor accidents
that result in an early relsase of
substantial amounts of radioactive
material will also lead toa
consequential SFP zirconium fire, The
Thompson Report does not identify the
necessary sequence of events by which
such scenarios might lead to SFP
zirconium fires, or discuss'the
probability of their occurrence, The
NRC analysis in the Shearon Harris
ASLBP proceeding (described in section
VLE.2, of this Notice) showed thata -
more complete and mechanistic
assessment of the event and associated
mitigalion measures leads to
considerably lower values. This
assessment includes the following:

» Frequency and characteristics of the
meleases from the containment for each
release location;

s Transport of gases and fission
products within the reactor building;

8 Two occurrences in 100,000 reactor years.
#0One occurrence in 10,000 reactor years.
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» Resulting thermal and radiation
environments in the reactor building,
with emphasis on areas in which SFP
cooling and makeup equipment is
located, and areas in which operator
access may be needed to implement
response actions;

¢ Availability/survivability of SFP
cooling and makeup equipment in the
sequences of concern; and

o Ability and likelihood of successful
operator actions to maintain or restors
pool cooling or makeup (including
consideration of security enhancements
and other mitigation measures
implemented in response to the terrorist
attacks of September 11, 2001).

2, Shearon Harris Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board Panel (ASLBP)
Proceeding

- In the proceeding regarding the
expansion of the SFP at the Shearon
Harris nuclear power plant, located near
Raleigh, North Carolina, the Shearon
Harris intervenor described a scenario
similar to that raised by the Petitioners,
namely, that a severe accident at the
adjacent reactor would result in a SFP
zirconium fire.1° The Shearon Harris
proceeding considered the probability of
a sequence of the followmg seven
events:

a. A degraded core accident.

b. Containment failure or hypass.

c. Loss of SFP cooling.

d. Extreme radiation levels precluding
personnel access.

e. Inability to restart cooling or
makeup systems due to extreme
radiation doses.

f, Loss of most or all pool water
through evaporation.

g. Initiation of a zirconium fn:e in the
SFP.

Based on a detailed pl‘DbElbthtI[: risk
assessment, the licenses calculated the
probability of a severe reactor accident
that causes an SFP zirconium fire to be
2.78F—8 per year. The NRC staff
calculated the probability to he 2,0E-7
per year. The intervenor calculated the
probability to be 1,6E-5 per year. The
ASLBP concluded that the probability of
the postulated sequence of events
resulting in an SFP zirconium fire was
“conservatively in the range described
by the Staff: 2.0E-7 per year (two
occurrences in 10 million reactor years)
or less.” 11 Accordingly, the ASLBP
found that the occurrence of a severe
reactor accident causing an SFP
zirconinm fire “falls within the category
of remote and speculative matters.” 12

10 Careling Power Light Co., LBP-01-9, 53 NRC
230, 244-245 {2001).

11 fd,, 53 NRC at 267,

12 Id,, 63 NRC at 268,

The Commission affirmed the ASLBP's
decision, and the United States Court of
Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit,
upheld the Commission decision.??

In the Shearon Harris proceeding, the
intervenor assumed that, given an early
containment failure or bypass, a spant
fuel zirconinm fire would occur (e, a
conditional probability of 1.0). In order
for a reactor accident to lead to a SFP
zirconium fire a number of additional
conditions must occur. The reactor
accident and containment failure must
somehow lead to a loss of SFP cooling
and must lead to a condition where
extreme radiation levels preclude
personnel access to take corrective
action. There must be then an inability
to restart cooling or makeup systems.
There must be a loss of significant pool
water inventory through evaporation
{which can take substantial time),
Finally, the event must also lead toa
zirconium fire. In contrast to the
intervenor’s estimate, the licensee and
the NRC staff estimated a conditional
probability of about one percent thata
severe reactor accident with
containment failure would lead to a SFP
accident, The NRC staff expects that the
conditional probability of a SFP
zirconium fire, given a severe reactor
accident, would be similar to that
established in the Shearon Harris
proceeding. As such, the probability of
a SFP zirconium fire due to a severe
reactor accident and subsequent
containment failure would be well
below the Petitioners’ 2E—-5 per year
estimate,

The 1E—-4 per year estimate in the
Thompson Report for events involving
acts of malice assumes that thera would
be ons attack on the population of U.S.
nuclear power plants per century, and -
that this atteck will ba 100 percent
successful in producing a SFP
zirconium fire (thus, fire frequency =
0.01 attack/year x 1.0 fire/attack x 1/104
total reactors = 1E—4/year). The security-
related measures and other mitigation
measurds implémented since Septernber
11, 2001, however, have significantly
reduced the likelihood of a successfal
terrorist attack on a nuclear power plant
and its associated SFP, Such measures
include actions that would improve the
likelihood ofthe following:

a. Identifying/thwarting the attack
before it is initiated.

b. Mitigating the attack before it
results in damage to the plant.

1% Carolina Power Light Co., Commission Law
Issuance (CLI}-01~11, 52 NRC 370 {2001), pet. for
review denied, sub rom, Orange County, NCv,
NAC, 47 Fed, Appx. 1, 2002 WL 31098370 (D.C. Cir.
2002),
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. Mitigating the impact of the plant
damage such that an SFP zirconium fira
is avoided.

Given the implementation of
additional security enhancements and
mitigation strategies, as well as further
consideration of the factors identified
above, the NRC staff concludes that the
frequency of SFP zirconinm fires due to
acts of malice is substantially lower
than assumed by the Petitionars,

3. SFP Zirconium Fire Does Not Qualify
AsaDBA

Regarding the Petitioners’ assertion
that a SFP zirconium fire qualifies as a
design-basis accident (DBA), the NRG
staff has concluded that a realistic
probability estimate would be very low,
such that these events need not he
considered-as DBAs or discussed in ERs
and EISs. Moreover, the set of accidents
that must be addressed as part of the
design basis has historically evolved
from deterministic rather than
probabilistic considerations. These
considerations, which include defense-
in-depth, redundancy, and diversity, are
characterized by the use of the single-
failure criterion.1* The single-failure
criterion, as a key design and analysis
tool, has the direct objective of
promoting reliability through the
enforced provision of redundancy in
those systems which must perform a
safety-related function, The single
failure criterion is codified in Appendix
A and Appendix K to 10 CFR Part 50
and other portions of the regulations.
The SFP and related systems have been
designed and approved in accordance
with this deterministic approach.

F. Intentional Attack on a SFP is
“Reasonably Foreseeable.”

The Petitioners asserted that an
intentional attack targeting a plant’s SFP
is “reasonably foreseeable.”
Specifically, the Petitioners raised both
the NAS study and the decision by the
United States Court of Appeals for the
Ninth Gircuit, San Luis Obispo Mothers
for Peace v. NRC, 449 F.3d 1016 (9th
Cir. 2008), cort. denfed 127 S, Gt. 1124
(2007), to suppozrt the assertion that the
NRC’s NEPA analysis of a license
renewal action for a given facility must
include analysis of the environmental
impacts associated with a terrorist
attack on that facility. The NRC has

14" A gingle failure means an oceurience which
results in the loss of capability of a component to
perform its intended safety functions * * * Fluid
and electric systems are considerad to be designed
against an assumed single failure if neither (1) a
single failues of any active component * * * nor (2)
a single failure of a pessive componen * * *
rasults in a loss of the capability of the system to
perform its safety functions.” 10 CFR Part 50, App.
A,
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considered both the NAS Report and the
Ninth Circuit decision, and remains of
the view that an analysis of the
environmental impacts of a hypothetical
terrorist attack on an NRC-licensed
facility is not required under NEPA,18
But, if an analysis of a hypothetical
terrorist attack were required under
NEPA, the NRC has determined that the
environmental impacts of such a
terrorist attack would not be significant,
because the probability of a successful
terrorist attack (i.e., one that causes an
SFP zirconium' fire, which results in the
release of a large amount of radioactive
material into the environment) is very
low and therefore, within the category
of remote and speculative matters.

1. NAS Report

The Petitioners rely, in parf, upon the
NAS Report, the public version of
which was published in 2006 and is
available from NAS.16 Tn response to a
direction in the Conference Committes’s
Report accompanying the NRC’s FY.
2004 appropriation,'” the NRC
confracted with NAS for a study on the
safety and security of commercial spent
nuclear fuel. The NAS made a number
of findings and recommendations,
including: '

o SFPs are necessary at all operating
nuclear power plants to store recently
discharged fuel;

» Successful terrorist attacks on SFPs,
though difficult, are possible;

¢ The probability of terrorist attacks
on-spent fuel storage cannot be assessed

"quantitatively or comparatively;

» If a successful terrorist attack leads
to A propagating zirconium cladding
fire, it could result in the release of large
amounts of radioactive material; and

¢ Dry cask storage has inherent
security advantages over spent fuel

16 Tn the wake of the Ninth Circuit's Mothers for
Peace decision, the Commission decided agalnst
applying that holding to all licensing proceedings
nationwide, See, £.g., Amergen Energy Co. LLC
{Oyster Creek Nuckear Generating Station), CLI-07—
8, 85 NRC 124, 128-29 {2007), pet. for judicial
review pending, No. 07—2271 (3d Cir.}, The
Comimission will, of course, adhere to the Ninth
Circuit decision when considering licensing actions
for facilities subject to the jurisdiction of that
Circuit. See id, Thus, on remand in the Mothers for
Peace case itself, the Commission Is currently
adjudicating intervenors’ claim that the NRC Staff
has not adequately assessed the environmental
consegqusnces of a terrorist attack on the Diablo
Canyon Power Plant's proposed facility for storing
spent nuclear fuel in dry casks. See, Pacific Gas &
Elec. Co., CLI-07-11, 65 NRG 148 (2007}, The
Commigsion's ultimate decision in that case will
rest on the recerd developed in the adjudication,

16 The NRG response to the NAS Report is
available at ADAMS Accession No. MLO502804280,

17 Confsrence Committes's Report (H, Rept. 108— -

357) accompanying the Energy and Water
Development Act, 2004 {Pub. L. 108—137, December
3, 2003).

storage, but it can only be used to store
older spent fuel.

The NAS Report found, and the NRC
agrees, that pool storage is required at
all operating commercial nuclear power
plants to cool newly discharged spent
fuel. Freshly discharged spent fuel
penerates too mich decay heat to be

placed in a dry storage cask,

The NRC agrees with the NAS finding
that the probability of terrorist attacks
on spent fuel storage cannot be assessed
quantitatively or comparatively.
Howsvar, the NRC concludes that the
additional mitigation measures for SFP
events implemented since September
11, 2001, together with a more realistic
assessment of spent fuel cooling, as
shown by the Sandia studies, indicates
that the likelihood of a zirconium fire,
though numerically indeterminate, is

very low.

Furthermore, the NAS Report states
that “[i]t is important to recognize,
however, that an attack that damages a
power plant or its spent fuel storage

. facilities would not necessarily result in

the release of any radioactivity to the
anvironment. There are potential steps
that can be taken to lower the potential
consequencss of such attacks.” 18 The
NAS Report observed that a number of

_security improvements at nuclear power

plants have been instituted since
September 11, 2001, although the NAS
did not evaluate the effectiveness and
adequacy of these improvements and
has called for an independent review of
such measures, Neveartheless, the NAS
Report states that “the facilities used to

.store spent fuel at nuclear power plants

are very robust. Thus, only attacks that
involve the application of large energy
impulses orthat allow terrorists to gain
interior access have any chance of
releasing substantial quantities of
radioactive material,” 19

As discussed previously, following
the terrorist atiacks of September 11,
2001, the NRC has required that nuclear
power plant licensees implement
additional security measures and
enhancements the Commission believes
have made the likelihood of a successful
terrorist attack on an SFP remote,

2. Ninth Circuit Decision

The Petitloners asserted that the NRC
should follow the decision of the United
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit, San Luis Obispe Mothers for
Peace v. NRC, 449 F.3d 1016 (9th Cir.
20086), cerl. denied 127 S. Ct. 1124
(2007), by considering the
environmental impacts of intentional
attacks on nuclear power plant fuel

18 NAS Report at & (emphasis in the original).

19NAS Report at 30,
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storaga pools in all licensing decisions,
The Ninth Circuit held that the NRC
could not, under NEPA, categorically
refuse to consider the consequences of
a terrorist attack against a spent fuel
storage facility on the I}ablo Canyon
reactor site,

The NRC's longstanding view is that-
NEPA does not require the NRC to
consider the environmental
consequences of hypothetical terrorist
attacks on NRC-licensed facilities,
NEPA requires that there be a
“reasonably close causal relationship”
between the federal agency action and .
the environmental consequences.?® The
NRC renewal of a nuclear power plant
license would not cause a terrorist
attack; a terrorist attack would be
caused by the terrorists themselves.
Thus, the renewal of a nuclear power
plant license would not be the
“proximate cause” of a texrorist attack

" on the facility.

If NEPA required the NRC to consider
the impacts of a terrorist attack,
however, the NRC findings would
remain unchanged. As previously
described, the NRC has raquired, and
nuclear power plant licensees have
implemented, various security and
mitigation measures that, along with the
robust nature of SFPs, make the
probability of a successful tesrorist
attack (i.e., one that causes an SFP
zirconium fire, which results in the
release of a large amount of radicactive
material into the environment) very low, -
As such, a successful terrorist attack is
within the category of remote and
speculative matters for NEPA
considerations; it is not “reasonably
foreseeable.” Thus, on this basis, the
NRC finds that the environmental
impacts of renewing a nuclear power
plant license, in regard to a terrorist
attack on an SFP, are not significant.

The NRC has determined that its
findings related to the storage of spent
nuclear fuel in pools, as set forth in
NUREG—1437 and in Table B-1 of
Appendix B to Subpart A of 10 CFR Part
51, remain valid. Thus, the NRC has met
and continues to meet its obligations
under NEPA,

G. SFP Zirconium Fire Should Be
Considered Within the Analysis of
SAMAs

The Petitioners asserted that SFP fires
should be considered within the
analysis of severe accident mitigation
alternatives (SAMAs), While a large
radiological release is still possible, and

20 Department of Transportation v. Public Citizen,

541 U.S, 752, 767 (2004) citing Metropolitan Edison
v. People Against Nuclear Energy, 460 U.5, 766, 774
{1083). '
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was assessed as part of Generic Issue 82,
Beyond Design Basis Accidents in Spent
Fuel Pools; and later, in NUREG-1738,
the NRC considers the likelihood of
such an event to be lower than that
estimated in Generic Issue 82 and
NURE(G—1738. Based on the Sandia
studies, and on the implementation of
additional strategies implemented
following September 11, 2001, the
probability of a SFP zirconivm fire is
expected to be less than that reported in
NUREG-1738 and previous studies.
Thus, the very low probability of an SFP
zirconium fire would result in an SFP
risk level less than that for a reactor
accident,

. For example, in NUREG-1738, tha
SFP five frequencies were conservatively
estimated to be in the range of 5,8E-7
per year to 2,4E—6 per year. NUREG—
1738 conservatively assumed that if the
water level in the SFP dropped below
the top of the spent fuel, an SFP
zirconium fire involving all of the spent
fuel would occur, and thersby bounded
those conditions associated with air
cooling of the fuel (including partial-
drain down scenarios) and zirconium
fire propagation. It did not
mechanistically analyze the time
between the spent fuel assemblies
becoming partially or completely
uncovered and the onset of a SFP
zirconium fire, and the potential to
recover SFP cooling and te restore the
SFP water level within this time,
NUREG—1738 also did not consider the
possibility that air-cooling of the spent
fuel alone could be sufficient to prevent
SFP zirconium fires,

Furthermore, the Sandia studies
indicated that air cooling would be
much more effective in cooling the
spent fuel assemblies. In those cases
where air cooling is not effective, the
time before fuel heatup and radiclogical
release would be substantially delayed,
thus providing a substantial opportunity
for successiul event mitigation. The
Sandia studies, which more fully
account for relevant heat transfer and
fluid flow mechanisms, also indicated
that air-cooling of spent fuel would be
sufficient to prevent SFP zirconium fires
much earlier following fuel offload than
previously considered (e.g., in NUREG—
1738), thereby fusther reducing the
likelihood of an SFP zirconium fire.
Additional mitigation strategies
implemented subsequent to September
11, 2001, will serve to further enhance
spent fuel coolability, and the potential
to recover SFP cooling or to restore the
SFP water level prior to the initiation of
an SFP zirconium fire. -

Given that the SFP risk level is less
than that for a reactor accident, a SAMA
that addresses SFP accidents would not

\

be expected to have a significant impact
on total risk for the site, Degpite the low
level of risk from fuel stored in SFPs,
additional SFP mitigative measures
have been implemented by licensees
since September 11, 2001. These
mitigative measures further reduce the
risk from SFP zirconium fires, and make
it even more unlikely that additional
SFP safety enhancements could
substantially reduce risk or be cost-
beneficial.

VII. Denial of Petitions

Based upon its review of the petitions,
the NRC has determined that the studies
upon which the Petitioners rely do not -
constitute new and significant
information. The NRC has further

"determined that its findings related to

the storage of spent nuclear fuel in
pools, as set forth in NUREG—1437 and
in Table B-1, of Appendix B to Subpart
A of 10 CFR Part 51, remain valid. Thus,
the NRC has met and continues to mest
its obligations under NEPA. For the
reasons discussed previously, the
Commission deniss PRM-51-10 and
PEM-51-12.

Commissioner Gregery B, Jaczke’s
Dissenting View on the Commission’s
Decision To Deny T'wo Petitions for
Rulemaking Concerning the
Environmental Tmpacts of High-Density
Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel in Spent
Fuel Pools

I disagree with the dscision to deny
the petition for rulemaking as included
in this Federal Register notice. In
general, I approve of the decision not to
initiate a new rulemaking to resolve the
petitioners’ concerns, but because
informaticn in support of the petition

~ will be considered when the staff

tndertakes the rulemaking to update the
Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for license renewal, I believe
that the decision should have heen to
partially grant the petition rather than
deny it.

The petitioners requested the agency
review additional studies regarding
spent fusl pool storage they believe

* would change the agency’s current

generic determination that the impacts
of high-density pool storage are “small”’.
I believe that the agency could commit
to reviewing the information provided
by the petitioners, along with any other
new information, when the agency
updates the Generic Environmental
Impact Statement (GEIS) for License
Renewal in the near future. Regardless
of whether or not the information will
change the GEIS' conclusions, at a
minimum, the agency should be
committing to ensure that this
information is part of the analysis

ADD07

performed by the staff upon the next
update of the GEIS. While we can not
pradict the outcome of the significance
level that will ulfimately be assigned to
the spent fuel category in the GEIS, it

. seems an obvious commitment to ensure

that the ultimate designation will be
appropriately based npon all
information available to the staff at the
time. Thus, I believe this decision
should be explained as a partial granting
of the petition. It may not provide the
petitioners with everything they want,
but it would more clearly state the
obvious—that this information, and any
other new information, will be reviewed
by the agency and appropriately
considered when the staff begins its
update of the license renewal GEIS.

This specific issue illustrates a larger
concern about how the agency handles
petitions for mulemaking in general. I
find it unfortunate that the agency
appears o limit its responses to
petitions based upon the vocabulary
that has been established swrounding
this program. Currently, when the
agency discusses these petitions, we
discuss them in the context of
*‘granting” or “‘denying” the rulemaking
petitions, We then appear to he less
inclined to “grant” unless wa ara
committing to the precise actions
requested in the petition. But these
petitions are, by their very definition,
requests for rulemakings; which means,
even if we do “grant” a pstition for
rulemaking, we can not guarantes a
particular outcome for the final rule,
The final rulemaking is the result of
staff's technical work regarding the rula,
public comments on the rule, and
resolution of those comments.
Rulemaking petitions are opportunities
for our stakeholders to provide us with
new ideas and approaches for how we
regulate. By limiting our responses, we
limit our review of the raguest, and
thus, we risk missing many potential
opportunities to improve the way we
regulate,

Additional Views of the Commission

The Commission does not share
Gommissioner Jaczko’s dissenting view. ~
We appreciate his statement of concern
about the petition for rulemaking (PRM)
process, but believe thess matters are
extraneous to the Commission’s
analyses of the petitioners’ technical
hases for this particular ralemaking
request and, consequently, they had no
bearing on the majority view.
Specifically, the Commission does not
agree that the petitions should be
granted in part on the basis of the
agency’s plan to update the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (GELS)
for License Renewal and make attendant
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rule changes in the future. The
Commission’s detailed statement of
reasons for denial of the petitions is the
product of a careful review of the
petitioners’ assertions and other
“associated public comments, and is
supported by the facts befove us, n
these circumstances, the Commission
does not believe the petitioners’ request
can fairly, or reasonably, be “granted”
in part based on a future undertaking
which itself had no genesis in the
petitioners’ requests,

The Commission’s timely and
decisive action in response to the two
petitions serves the interests of the
Commission and other participants in
an effective, disciplined, and efficient
rulemaking petition process, In this
instance, a decision now has particular
value since it directly addresses the
petitioners’ statements of significant
concern about certain, generic aspects of
ongoing and future license renewal
reviews. While the analyses performed
to respond to these petitions will also
undoubtedly inform NRC staff proposals
regarding the next update of the GEIS,
the Gommission does not yet have such
proposals before it. Any final
Commission decisions on an updated
GEIS would be preceded by proposed
changes, solicitation of public comment,
and evaluation of all pertinent

“information and public comments.
Furthermore, a partial “granting” of the
petition could imply that the

. Commission endorses the petitioners’

requests and will give them greater
weight than other points of view during
the GEIS rulemaking.

As to the other matter raised in
Commissioner Jaczko’s dissent—that of
agency review and disposition of
petitions for rulemaking more
generally—while patitions for
rulemaking are indeed opportunities for
stakeholders to suggest new
considerations and approaches for
regulation, Commissioner Jaczko's
general concerns about the agency’s
process for handling rulemaking
petitions go beyond the subject of the
Commission’s action on these petitions,
Howevaer, this subject matter is being
considered, as the Commission has
instructed NRC staff {SRM dated August
8, 2007] to conduct a review of the
agency's PRM process. At such time as
staff may recommaend, as an outgrowth
of this review, specific proposals for
Commission action which would
strengthen the agency PRM process, the
Commission will assess such
recommendations and act on them, as
appropriate.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 1st day
of August 2008.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Annette L. Vietti-Cook,
Secretary of the Comumnission.
[FR Doc. E8-18291 Filed 8-7-08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P

' .DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation
and Enforcement

30 CFR Part 901

[SATS No, AL-074-FOR; Docket No. OSM-
2008-0015]

Alabama Regulatory Program

AGENCY: Office of Surface Mining
Reclamation and Enforcement, Interior.
ACTION: Proposed rule; public comment
period and opportunity for public
hearing on proposed amendment,

SUMMARY: We, the Office of Surface
Mining Reclamation and Enforcement
(OSM), are announcing receipt of a
proposed amendment to the Alabama
regulatory program {Alabama program)
under the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA or the
Act), Alabama proposes revisions to its
regulations regarding permit fees and °
civil penalties. Alabama intends to
revise its program to improve
operational efficiency.

This document gives the times and
locations that the Alabama program and
proposed amendment to that program
are available for your inspettion, the
comment period during which you may
submit written comments on the
amendment, and the procedures that we
will follow for the public hearing, if one
is requested.

DATES: Comments on the proposed rule
rust be received on or before 4 p.m.,
c.t., September 8, 2008, to ensure our

" consideration. If requested, we will hold

a publc hearing on the amendment on
September 2, 2008, We will accept
requests to speak at a hearing until 4
p.m., c.t. on August 25, 2008,

ADDRESSES: You may submit commments
by either of the following two methods:

o Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov. The proposed rule
is listed under the agency name

“OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING

RECLAMATION AND

ENFORCEMENT” and has been .
assigned Docket ID: OSM—-2008-0015. If
you would like to submit comments
through the Federal eRulemaking Portal,
go to www.regilations.gov and do the
following. Click on the “Advanced
Docket Search” button on the right side
of the screen, Type in the Docket ID

ADD-108

0O5M-2008-0015 and click the submit
button at the bottom of the page. The
next screen will display the Docket
Search Results for the rulemaking, If
you click on OSM-2008-0015, you can
view the proposed rule and submit a
comment. You can also view supporting
material and any comments submitted
by others,

o Mail/Hand Delivery/Courier: Sherry
‘Wilson, Director, Bivmingham Field
Office, Office of Surface Mining
Reclamation and Enforcement, 135
Gemini Circle, Suite 215, Homewood,
Alabama 35209. Please include the
Docket ID (OSM-2008-0015) with your
cormments.

We cennot ensure that comments
received after the close of the comment
period (see DATES) or sent to an address
other than the two listad above will be
included in the dockat for this
rulemaking and considered,

For additional information on the
mulemaking process and the public
availability of comments, see “III, Public
Comment Procedures” in the .
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section of
this document.

You may receive one free copy of the
amendment by contacting OSM’s
Birmingham Field Office. See below FoR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT. i

You may review a copy of the
amendment during regular business
hours at the fallowing locations:

Sherry Wilson, Directer, Birmingham
Field Office, Office of Surface Mining
Reclamation and Enforcement, 135
Gemini Circle, Suite 215, Homewood,
Alabama 35209, Telephone: (205) 280--
7282, swilson@osmre.gov.

Randall C, Johnson, Director, Alabama
Surface Mining Commission, 1811
Second Avenue, P.O. Box 2390, Jasper,
Alahama 35502-2390, Telephone‘ (205)
221-4130.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: ,
Sherry Wilsox, Director, Birmingham
Field Office. Telephone: (205) 290—
7282, E-mail: swilson@osmre.gov,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

L. Background on the Alabama Program

11, Description of the Proposed Amendment
IIE. Public Conuznent Procedures

IV. Procadural Determinations

I Background on the Alabama Program

Section 503(a) of the Act permits a
State to assume primacy for the
regulation of surface coal mining and
reclamation operations on non-Federal
and non-Indian lands within its borders
by demonstrating that its program
includes, among other things, “* * *a
State law which provides for the
regulation of surface coal mining and
reclamation operations in accordance
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NEPA REGULATIONS

40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(c) Purpose of National Environmental Protection Act
.(¢) Ultimately, of course, it is not better documents but better decisions that count, NEPA's
purpose is not to generate paperwork--even excellent paperwork--but to foster excellent action.
The NEPA process is intended to help public officials make decisions that are based on
understanding of environmental consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance
the environment. These regulations provide the direction to achieve this purpose.

40 C.F.R. § 1502.22(b) Environmental Impact Statement, Incomplete or Unavailable
Information. .

When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human
environment in an environmental impact statement and there is incomplete or unavailable -
information, the agency shall always make clear that such information is lacking.

(b) If the information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts cannot be
obtained because the overall costs of obtaining it are exorbitant or the means to obtain it are not
known, the agency shall include within the environmental impact statement:

1. A statement that such information is incomplete or unavailable;

2. astatement of the relevance of the incomplete or unavailable information to
evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human
environment;

3. asummary of existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to evaluating
the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environment,
and :

4. the agency's evaluation of such impacts based upon theoretical approaches or
research methods generally accepted in the scientific community. For the
purposes of this section, "reasonably foreseeable” includes impacts which have
catastrophic consequences, even if their probability of occurrence is low, provided
that the analysis of the impacts is supported by credible scientific evidence, is not
based on pure conjecture, and is within the rule of reason.

40 C.F.R. § 1508.14 Human Environment.
"Human environment" shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the natural and physical

. environment and the relationship of people with that environment. (See the definition of "effects”
(Sec. 1508.8).) This means that economic or social effects are not intended by themselves to
require preparation of an environmental impact statement, When an environmental impact
statement is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are
interrelated, then the environmental impact statement will discuss all of these effects on the
human environment.

40 C.F.R. § 1508.27 Signilicantly.

"Significantly as used in NEPA requires considerations of both confext and intensity:

(a) Context. This means that the significance of an action must be analyzed in several contexts
such as society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the affected interests, and the
locality. Significance varies with the setting of the proposed action. For instance, in the case of a

ADD-109
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site-specific action, significance would usuvally depend upon the effects in the locale rather than
in the world as a whole. Both short- and long-term effects are relevant.
(b) Intensity. This refers to the severity of impact. Responsible officials must bear in mind that
more than one agency may make decisions about partial aspects of a major actlon The following
* should be considered in evaluating intensity:
(1) Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. A significant effect may exist even if the
Federal agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial.
(2) The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety.
(3) Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural
TESOUICES, paﬂc lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologlcally critical
areas.
(4) The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are 11kely to be
highly controversial.
(5) The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are hlghly uncertain or
involve unique or unknown risks.
(6) The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant
effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.
(7) Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively
significant impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant
impact on the environment. Significance cannot be avoided by terming an action temporary or by
breaking it down into small component parts.
(8) The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or
- objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause
loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.
(9) The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or
its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.
(10) Whether the action threatens a violation of Iederal, State, or local law or requirements
imposed for the protection of the environment.

ADD-110



Case:Cs6772-170Dcuientf8at 6152155ge Pafe: 183ate Bild: Aildas2028/20 Bntry EDtEEE3BED3523

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Near-Term Task Force was established in response to Commission direction to conduct -
a systematic and methodical review of U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission processes and
regulations to determine whether the agency should make additional improvements to its
regulatory system and to make recommendations to the Commission for its policy direction,
in light of the accident at the Fukushima Dai~ichi Nuclear Power Plant. The Task Force
appreciates that an accident involving core damage and uncontrolted release of radioactive
material to the environment, even one without significant heaith consequences, is inherently
unacceptable. The Task Force also recognizes that there likely will be more than 100 nuclear
power plants operating throughout the United States for decades to come. The Task Force
developed its recommendations in full recognition of this environment.

In examining the Fukushira Dai-ichi accident for insights for reactors in the United Stales,
the Task Force addressed protecting against accidents resulting from natural phenomena,
mitigating the cansequences of such accidents, and ensuring emergency preparedness.

The accident in Japan was caused by a natural event {i.e., tsunami] which was far more
severe than the design basis for the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuctear Power Plant. As part of its
undertaking, the Task Force studied the manner in which the NRC has historically required
protection from natural phenomena and how the NRC has addressed events that exceed the
current design basis for plants in the United States.

In general, the Task Force found that the current NRC regulatory approach includes:

» requiremants for design-basis events with protection and mitigation features controlled
through specific requlations or the general design criteria (Title 10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (10 CFR} Part 50, "Domestic Licensing of Production and Utilization FaC|i|t|e5 "
Appendix A, “General De51gn Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants’)

¢ requirements for some “beyond-design-basis” events through specific regulations [e.g.,
station blackout, large fires, and explosions)

» voluntary industry initiatives to address severe accident features, strategies, and
guidelines for operating reactors

This requlatory approach, established and supplemented piece-by-piece over the decades,

. has addressed many safety concerns and issues, using the best information and techniques
available at the time. The result is a patchwork of regulatory regquirements and other
safety initiatives, allimportant, but not all given equivalent consideration and treatment
by licensees or during NRC technical review and inspection. Consistent with the NRC's
organizational value of excetlence, the Task Force believes that improving the NRC's .
regulatory framework is an appropriate, realistic, and achievable goal.

The current regulatory approach, and more importantly, the resultant plant capabilities
allow the Task Force to conclude that a sequence of events like the Fukushima accident is
unlikely to occur in the United States and some appropriate mitigation measures have been
implemented, reducing the likelihood of core damage and radiological releases. Therefore,
continued operation and continued licensing activities do not pese an imminent risk to public
health and safety,

However, the Task Force also concludes that a more balanced application of the
Commission’s defense-in-depth philosophy using risk insights would provide an enhanced

Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 218t Century U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission | vii
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regulatory framework that is logical, systematic, coherent, and better understood. Such

a framework would support appropriate requirements for increased capability to address
events of low likelihood and high consequence, thus significantly enhancing safety.
Excellence in regulation demands that the Task Force provide the Commission with its best
insights and vision for an improved regulatory framework.

The Task Force finds that the Commission’s longstanding defense-in-depth philosophy,
supported and modified as necessary by state-of-the-art probabilistic risk assessment
technigues, should continue to serve as the primary organizing principle of its regulatary
framework. The Task Force concludes that the application of the defense-in-depth
philosophy can be strengthened by including expticit requirements for beyond-design-
hasis events.

Many of the elements of such a regulatory framework already exist in the form of rules
regarding station blackout, anticipated transient without scram, maintenance, combustible
gas control, aircraft impact assessment,'beyond—design-basis fires and explosions, and
alternative treatment. Other elements, such as severe accident management guidelines,
exist-in voluntary industry initiatives. The Task Force has concluded that a collection of
such “extended design-basis” requirements, with an appropriate set of quality or special
treatment standards, should be established.

The Task Force further sees this approach, if implernented, as a more comprehensive and
systematic application of defense-in-depth to NRC requirements for providing “adequate
protection” of public health and safety. Implementation of this concept would require strong
Comimission support for a clear policy statemnent, rule changes, and revised staff guidance.

The Task Force notes'_that, after the attacks of September 11, 2001, the Commission
established new security requirements on the basis of adequate protection. These new
requirements did not result from any immediate or imminent threat to NRC-licensed
facilities, but rather from new insights regarding potential security events. The Task Force
concluded that the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident similarly provides new insights regarding
low-likelihood, high-consequence events that warrant enhancements to defense-in-depth
on the basis of redefining the level of protection that is regarded as adequate. The Task
Force recommendation for an enhanced regulatory framework is intended to establish

a coherent and transparent basis for treatment of the Fukushima insights. 1t is also
intended to provide lasting direction to the staff regarding a consistent decisionmaking
framework for future issues. '

The Task Force has considered industry initiatives in this framework and sees that these
could play a useful and valuable role. The Task Force believes that voluntary industry
initiatives should not serve as a substitute for requlatory requirements but as a mechanism
for facilitating and standardizing implementation of such requirements.

The Task Force applied this conceptual framework during its deliberations. The result is a
set of recommendations that take a balanced approach to defense-in-depth as applied to
low-likelihood, high~consequence events such as prolonged station blackout resutting from
severe natural phenomena. These recemmendations, taken together, are intended to clarify
and strengthen the regulatory framework for protection against natural disasters, mitigation,
and emergency preparedness, and to improve the effectiveness of the NRC's programs. The
‘Task Force's overarching recommendations are:

. viii | U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 215! Century
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Clarifying the Regulatory Framework

1. The Task Force recommends establishing a logical, systematic, and coherent regulatory
framework for adequate protection that appropriately balances defense-in-depth and
risk considerations. (Section 3]

- Ensuring Protection
2. The Task Force recommends that the NRC require licensees to reevaluate and upgrade
as necessary the design-basis seismic and flooding protection of structures, systems, and
components for each operating reactor. (Section 4.1.1]

3.  The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC evaluate
potential enhancements to the capability to prevent or mitigate seismically induced fires
and floods. (Section 4.1.2)

Enhancing Mitigation

4. The Task Force recommends that the NRC strengthen station blackout mltzgaﬂon
capability at all operating and new reactors for design-basis and beyond design-basis
external events. [Section 4.2.1)

5. The Task Force recommends requiring reliable hardened vent designs in boiling water
reactor facilities with Mark 1 and Mark |l containments, (Section 4.2.2)

6. .The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC identify
insights about hydrogen control and mitigation inside containment or in other buildings
~ as additional inforration is revealed through further study of the Fukushima Dai-ichi
accident. (Section 4.2.3) '

7. The Task Farce recommends enhancing spent fuel pool makeup capablhty and
instrumentation for the spent fuel pool. [Section 4.2.4]

8. The Task Force recommends strengthening and integrating onsite emergency response
capabilities such as emergency operating procedures, severe accident management
quidelines, and extensive damage mitigation guidelines . {Section 4.2.5]

Strengthening Emergency Preparedness
9.  The Task Force recommends that the NRC require that facility emergency plans address
prelonged station blackout and multiunit events. (Section 4.3.1)

10. The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC pursue
additional emergency preparedness topics related to multiunit events and prolonged
station blackout. {Section 4.3.1]

11. The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC
should pursue emergency preparedness topics related to decisionmaking, radiation
menitering, and public education. {Section 4.3.2)

Improving the Efficiency of NRC Programs

12. The Task Force recommends that the NRC strengthen regulatory oversight of licensee
safety performance (i.€., the Reactor Oversight Process! by focusing more attention on
defense-in-depth requirements consistent with the recommended defense-in-depth
framework. (Section 5.1) ' :

Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 215t Century U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cbmmission | ix
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The Task Force presents further details on its recommendations in this report and

an implementation strategy in Appendix A. The strategy includes several rutemaking
activities to establish new requirements. Recognizing that rulemaking and subseguent
implementation typically take several years to accomplish, the Task Force recommends
interim actions to enhance protection, mitigation, and preparedness while the rulemaking
activities are conducied.

These recommendations are based on the best available information regarding the
Fukushima Dai-ichi accident and a review of relevant NRC requirements and programs. The
Task Force concludes that these are a reasonable set of actions to enhance U.S. reactor
safety in the 215t century.

x | US. Nuclear Régu[atory Commission Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 215t Century
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strategies, and guidelines for operating reactors, and (4] specific requirements to address
damage from fires and explosions and their mitigation.

The Task Force presents the following observations on the NRC regulatory approach:

o Although complex, the current regulatory approach has served the Commission and the
pubtic well and allows the Task Farce to conclude that a sequence of events like those .
occurring in the Fukushima accident is unlikely to occur in the United States and could be
mitigated, reducing the likelihood of core damage and radiological releases.

e Therefore, in light of the low likelihood of an event beyond the design basis of a U.S.
nuclear power plant and the current mitigation capabilities at those facilities, the Task
Force concludes that continued operation and continued licensing activities do nat pose
an imminent risk to the public health and safety and are not inimical to the commen
defense and security. Nonetheless, the Task Force is recommending buitding on the
safety foundation laid in the 1940s and 1970s, and the safety improvements added from
the 1980s to the present, fo produce a regulatory structure well suited to licensing and
averseeing the operation of nuclear power plants for decades to come. The Task Force

* sees these recommendations, not as a rejection of the past, but more as a fulfillment of
past intentions.

‘s Adequate protection has been, and should continue to be, an evolving safety standard
supported by new scientific information, technologies, methods, and operating
experience. This was the case when new information about the security environment
was revealed through the events of September 11, 2001, Licensing or operating a
nuctear power plant with no emergency core cooling system or without robust security
protections, while done in the past, would not occur under the current regulations. As
new information and new analytical techniques are developed, safety standards need
to be reviewed, evaluated, and changed, as necessary, to insure that they continue to
address the NRC's requirernents to provide reasonable assurance of adequate protection
of public health and safety. The Task Force believes, based on its review of the information
currently available from Japan and the current regulations, that the time has come for
such change.

s [n response to the Fukushima accident and the insights it brings to light, the Task Force
is recommending actions, some general, some specific, that it believes would be a
reasonable, well-formulated set of actions to increase the level of safety associated with
adequate protection of the public health and safety. -

k-4

The Commission has come to rely on design-basis requirements and a patchwork

of beyond-design-basis requirements and voluntary initiatives for maintaining

safety. Design-basis requirements include consideration of anticipated operational
occurrences and postulated accidents such as loss-of-coolant accidents. Beyend-
design-basis considerations such as ATWS and SBO are discussed below. Voluntary
initiatives have addressed some severe accident considerations (through the IPE and
IPEEE programs), shutdown risk issues, containment vents for BWR Mark [ designs,
and SAMGs. '

o The concept of beyond-design-basis requirernents applies, for example, to ATWS,
SBO, aircraft impact assessment (AlA)], combustible gas control, and EDMGs. Since
fire protection is not based on a design-hasis fire, it too can be considered beyond
design basis. Although the phrase “beyond design basis” appears only once in the NRC

18 | WU.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 215t Century
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Regulatory Framework for the 2?51‘ Cpntury

regulations {i.e., in 10 CFR 50,150, “Aircraft [mpact Assessment,” known as the AlA

rulel, regulators and industry use it often. Unfortunately, the phrase "beyond design
basis” is vague, sometimes misused, and often misunderstood. Several elements of

the phrase contribute to these misunderstandings. First, some beyond-design-basis
considerations have been incorporated into the requirements and therefere directly affect
reactor designs. The phrase is therefore inconsistent with the normal meaning of the
words. In addition, there are many other beyond-design-basis considerations that are not
requirements. The phrase therefore fails to convey the importance of the requirements to.
which it refers. .

The Task Force has noted that other international requlatory systems also address
considerations beyond the design basis. For example, while the NRC addresses
regulatory requirements in five categories—three design basis [normal operation,
anticipated operationat occurrences, and postulated accidents) and two beyond design
basis [one required and one voluntary)—Finland addresses regulatory requirements in
six categories—four design basis [normal operation, anticipated operaticnal occurrences,
and two postulated accident categories}, one “design extension condition,” plus severe
accidents. France also addresses both design-basis requirements and additional
requirements in categories called “Risk Reduction Category 1" and "Risk Reduction
Category 2. In addition, the phrase used in the IAEA Draft Safety Standard DS 414
addresses considerations beyond the design basis, referring to them as those
addressing “design extension conditions.” In this report, the Task Force will refer to
past considerations beyond thé design basis using that phrase (e.g., "beyond-design-
basis events”). In the context of the Task Force recommendation for a new regulatory
framework for the future, the Task Force witl refer to such considerations as “extended
design basis” requirements.

The primary responsibility for safety rests with licensees, and the NRC holds licensees
accountable for meeting regulatory requirements, In addition, voluntary safety initiatives
hy licensees can enhance safely if implemented and maintained effectively, but should

not take the place of needed regulatory requirements. The NRC inspection and licensing
programs give less attention to beyond-design-basis requirements and liitle attention

to industry voluntary initiatives since there are no requirements to inspect against,
Because of this, the NRC gives much more attenticn to design-basis events than to severe
accidents. o

With the exception of a few special cases, licensees of operating reactors are not required
to develop or maintain a PRA, although all licensees currently have a PRA. These PRAs
are of varying scope and are generally not required to meet NRC-endorsed quality
standards. New reactor applications must include a description of a design-specific PRA
and its results and must address severe accident protection and mitigation features.

The Comrmission has expressed its intent with respect to industry initiatives in the

- Regulatory Analysis Guidetines {NUREG/BR-0058, Revision 4), That decument states, "It

must be clear to the public that substituting industry initiatives for NRC regulatory action
can provide effective and efficient resolution of issues, will in no way compromise plant
safety, and does not represent a reduction in the NRC's commitment to safety and sound
regulation.”

Lastly, the Task Force observes that for new reactor designs, the Commission’s
expectations that beyond-design-basis and severe accident concerns be addressed
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and resolved at the design stage are largely expressed in policy statements and staff
requirernents memoranda, only reaching the level of rulemaking when each design is
codified through design certification rulemaking.

[n summary, the maior elements of the NRC regulatory approach relevant to the Fukushima
accident, or a similar accident in the United States, are seismic and flooding protection fwell
established in the design-basis requirements}; SBO protection [required, but beyend the
design-basis requirements}; and severe accident mitigation [expected but neither the severe
accident mitigation features nor the SAMGs are required). In addition, U.S. facilities could
employ EDMGs as further mitigation capability. The Task Force observes that this collection
of approaches is largely the product of history; it was developed for the purpose of reactor
licensing in the 1960s and 1970s and supplemented as necessary to address significant
events or new issues. This evolution has resulted in a patchwork regulatory approach.

The Fukushima accident clearly demonstrates the importance of defense-in-depth., Whether
through extraordinary circurnstances or through limited knowledge of the possibiities,
plants can be chalienged heyond their established design bases protection. In such
circumstances, the next layer of defense-in-depth, mitigation, is an essential element of
adequate protection of public health and safety. Mitigation is provided for beyond-design-
basis events and severe accidents, both of which invalve external challenges or multiple
failures beyond the design basis. This beyond-design-basis layer of defense-in-depth is
broadly consistent with the IAEA concept of “design extension cond|t|ons (presented in Draft
Safety Standard DS 414).

The Task Force concludes that the NRC's safety approach is incornplete without a strong
program for dealing with the unexpected, including severe accidents. Continued reliance on
industry initiatives for a fundamentat level of defense-in-depth similarly would leave gaps

in the NRC requlatory approach. The Commission has clearly established such defense-in-
depth severe accident requirements for new reactors (in 10 CFR 52.47(23), 10 CFR 52.79(38),
and each design certification rule}, thus bringing unity and completeness to the defense-in-
.depth concept. Taking a similar action, withini reasonable and practical bounds appropriate
to operating plants, would do the same for operating reactors.

The Task Force therefore concludes that the future regulatory framework should be based
on the defense-in-depth philosophy, supported and modified as necessary hy state-of-the-
art PRA techniques. The Task Force also concludes that the application of defense-in-depth
should be strengthened by formally establishing, in the regulations, an appropriate level

of defense-in-depth to address requirements for "extended” design-basis events. Many of
the elements of such regulations already exist in the form of the SBO rule (10 CFR 50.63],
ATWS rule (10 CFR-50.62], maintenance rule (10 CFR 50.65), AlA rule {10 CFR 60.150}, the
requirements for protection for beyond-design-basis fires and explosions (10 CFR 50.54(khl),
and the alternative treatment requirements {10 CFR 50,69} and new reactor policy

regarding regulatory treatment of nonsafety systems as described in SECY-94-084, "Policy:
and Technical Issues Associated with the Regulatory Treatment of Nonsafety Systems

in Passive Plant Designs,” dated March 28, 1994, Other elements such as SAMGs exist

in voluntary industry initiatives. The Task Force envisions this collection of beyond-
design-basis requirernents as a coherent whole in a separate section of 10 CFR Part 50
le.g., 10 CFR 50.200, 10 CFR 50.201) or as a dedicated appendix to 10 CFR Part 50. This
separate section would have an appropriate set of quality standards, analogous to

Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, plus a change process similar to the 10 CFR Part 52 "50.59-
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

OR
THE COMMISSION
In the Matter of , | Docket # 50-293-LR
Entergy Corporation :
Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station
License Renewal Application August 11, 2011

DECLARATION OF GORDON R. THOMPSON
ADDRESSING NEW AND SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION
PROVIDED BY THE NRC’S NEAR-TERM TASK FORCE
REPORT ON THE FUKUSHIMA ACCIDENT

I, Gordon R. Thompson, declare as follows:
L INTRODUCTION

I-1. In the course of this proceeding I prepared a declaration dated June 2, 2011, which
supported a contention and related petitions and motions by the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, That declaration set forth my affiliations, qualifications, and expenence 1
It also described reports that T have prepared in the context of this proceeding. One such
report, dated June 1, 2011, and entitled “New and-Significant Information From the
Fukushima Daiichi Accident in the Context of Future Operation of the Pilgtim Nuclear
Power Plant”, is described here as the “Thompson 2011 report”.

I-2. Subsequently, I prepared a declaration dated July 5, 2011, which replied to two
submissions in this proceeding. One submission, dated June 27, 2011, was by Entergy.
The other submission, dated June 27, 2011, was by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

(NRRC) Staff,

I-3. The present declaration (“this declaration”) addresses information that is new and
significant in the context of this proceeding, and that is contained in a report published by
the NRC on July 12, 2011. That report is entitled “Recommendations for Enhancing
Reactor Safety in the 21% Century: The Near-Term Task Force Review of Inisights from
the Fukushima Dai-Ichi Accident”, and is described here as the “Task Force report”,

1-4. This declaration addresses selected points in the Task Force report, and is not a
comprehensive review of that report. Lack of discussion here of a finding or

1 On June 13,2011, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts submitted a supplemental attachment to my
declaratlon of June 2, 2011, containing an updated version of my CV,
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recommendation in the-Task Force report does not imply my agreement or disagreement
with that finding or recommendation.

I-5. The Task Force report acknowledges limitations in currently-available information
about the Fukushima accident. At page 1, the report states that detailed information in-
each of the issue areas investigated by the Task Force “was, in many cases, unavailable,
unreliable, or ambiguous”. 'Thus, the potential exists for emergence, during coming
months and years, of new information that could significantly alter findings in the Task
Force report.

I-6. The Task Force report contains a substantial body of information that is new and
significant in the context of the Pilgrim license extension proceeding. The breadth of that
body of information is evident from the twelve overarching recommendations of the Task
Force, which are summarized at page ix of the report and again at pages 69-70. Each of
those recommendations calls for action that is new and significant in the context of future
operation of the Pilgrim plant. For example, Recommendation #7 (see page 46 of the
Task Force report) calls for enhanced instrumentation and water makeup capability for
the spent-fuel pool of each nuclear power plant (NPP) licensed by the NRC. These
capabilities do not now exist at the Pilgrim plant, and have the potential to reduce the risk

- of a spent-fuel-pool fire at the plant. In the Thompson 2011 report, and in my previous
reports incorporated therein by reference, T have drawn attention to this risk and '
discussed measures for reducmg the risk.

I-7. The Task Force report proposes, in its Appendix A, a five-part process for
implementing its recommendations. The five parts are: (i) issuance of a Commission
policy statement; (ii) initiation of rulemaking in seven issue areas; (iif) issuance of orders
requiring licensees to take near-term actions in twelve issue areas; (iv) initiation of NRC
Staff action in five issue areas; and (v) Staff pursuit of longer-term review in ten issue
areas.

-8. There are at least two technical reasons why the Task Force recommendations
should be considered in the Pilgrim license exiension proceeding. First, many of the
actions recommended in the Task Force report have plant-specific features, and therefore
require plant-specific regulatory attention.2 Second, as shown in this declaration, the
findings in the Task Force report call for substantial revision of the Pilgrim-specific
supplement to the NRC’s generic environmental impact statement (GEIS) for license
renewal of nuclear power plants, especially Appendix G of that supplement.? It is my
understanding that completion of an accurate, plant-specific supplement to the GEIS is
required before a license extension is granted. It is my further understanding that severe

2 In illystration of this point, at a June 15, 2011, public briefing to NRC Commissioners on the progress of
the Task Force review, the Task Force leader discussed the installation of hardened wetwell vents by
licensees of BWR planis, He said that “ecach licensee installed a specific configuration”, and described
substantial differences in these confipurations. See¢ the briefing transcript, page 17, lines 4-15. Tt follows
that upgrading of the venting systems wounld involve plant-specific design changes,

3 US Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 29, Regarding Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, NUREG-
1437, Supplement 29, July 2007.
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accident mitigation aliernatives (SAMAs) that are determined in that supplement to be
cost-effective must be implemented as a condition of license extension,

1-9. The Thompson 2011 report set forth general findings together with findings on six
specific issues. The general findings address design weaknesses in US nuclear power
plants, including the Pilgrim plant, and related weaknesses in the NRC regulatory arena.
The findings on specific issues are directly relevant to license extension for the Pilgrim
plant, The Task Force report provides information that supports both sets of findings, as
explained below.

II. THE TASK FORCE REPORT AND GENERAL FINDINGS IN THE
THOMPSON 2011 REPORT

I1-1. The Thompson 2011 report set forth, in its Section V and elsewhere, general
findings regarding design weaknesses in the Pilgrim plant and other NPPs, and related
weaknesses in the NRC regulatory arena. Information provided in the Task Force report -
“supports these findings, as shown in the following paragraphs.

TI-2.- As mentioned in paragraph I-6, above, the Task Force report sets forth twelve
overarching recommendations. Six of the recommendations directly involve re-
evaluation or upgrading of the designs of currently-licensed NPPs.4 Those
recommendations directly respond to design weaknesses. Four of the recommendations
pertain to emergency preparedness.’ Those recommendations seck to compensate for
design weaknesses. Two of the recommendations pertain to the NRC regulatory
framework and regulatory practice. Those recommendations seek to strengthen NRC
regulation so that design weaknesses are more readily identified and related actions arg
taken. Thus, all of the Task Force recommendations respond, in varymg ways, to clearly-
evident weaknesses in the design of NRC-licensed NPPs,

II-3. The Task Force report states, at page 18, that “the Commission [NRC] has come to
rely on design-basis requirements and a patchwork of beyond-design-basis requirements
and Volunta.ry [licensee] initiatives for maintaining safety”. That statement confirms
general findings in the Thompson 2011 report, set forth in its Section V and elsewhere, -
about weaknesses in NRC regulation of NPPs. These regulatory weaknesses share
common roots with fundamental deficiencies in NPP design. When NPPs such as

Pilgrim were designed, nuclear safety regulation was founded on the principle that -

- abnormal situations, such as accidents, would occur within a plant’s design basis. Over
time, analysis and operating experience revealed that the design basis originally adopted
was inadequate, resulting in a significant risk of fuel damage and radioactive release to
the environment. Piecemeal efforts to address this basic problem have led to the
“patchwork of beyond-design-basis requirements and voluntary initiatives” described in
the Task Force report, Overarching Recommendation #1 in that report (see its page ix) is
to establish a “logical, systematic, and coherent regulatory framework to replace the
present patchwork. '

4 Recommendations in this category are numbers 2, 3,4, 5, 6, and 7.
5 Recommendations in this category are numbers 8, 9, 10, and 11,
6 Recommendations in this category are numbers 1, and 12,
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1IL. THE TASK FORCE REPORT AND FINDINGS IN THE THOMPSON 2011
REPORT REGARDING SIX SPECIFIC ISSUES

IH-1, The Thompson 2011 report set forth, in its Sections VI and VII, findings on six

" - specific issues that are directly relevant to license extension for the Pilgrim plant.
Information provided in the Task Force report supports these findings, as shown in the
following paragraphs.

1I1-2. 'The first specific issue discussed in the Thompson 2011 report (in its Section VL1
and Conclusion C4) was the probability of reactor core damage and radioactive release,
accounting for cumulative direct experience. The Thompson 2011 report found that, for
the purposes of SAMA analysis, direct experience provides an estimate of probability
that is more appropriate than licensee est1mates derived from the use of probablhstlc risk -
assessment (PRA) techniques,

I11-3. The Task Force report does not directly discuss the appropriateness of PRA
estimates for the purposes of SAMA analysis. It does, however, show a clear preference
for direct experience as the primary basis for its recommendations. As discussed in
paragraphs I-6 and 1T-2, above, the Task Force report sets forth a wide-ranging set of
recommendations. A number of the actions it recommends would, in the Pilgrim
licensing context, be categorized as SAMAs. Yet, the Task Force report does not justify
its recommendations by any SAMA-type analysis or any resort to PRA estimates,
Clearly, the authors rely instead on their concept of prudent engineering principles,
informed by cumulative, direct experience of NPP accidents and accident precursors,
Indeed, their report entirely bypasses the question of probability. In that respect, the Task
Force report goes beyond the Thompson 2011 report, which offers an aliernative
probability estimate for use in SAMA. analysis.

III-4. The second specific issue discussed in the Thompson 2011 report (in its Section
V1.2 and Conclusion C5) was the operators’ capability to mitigate an accident, and the
effect of that capability on the conditional probability of a spent-fuel-pool fire during a
reactor accident, The Thompson 2011 report set forth three findings on this issue. First,
the operators’ capability to mitigate an accident at the Pilgrim NPP can be severely
degraded in the local environment created by a reactor accident. Second, the nuclear
industry’s recently-disclosed extensive damage mitigation guidelines (EDMGs) are
inadequate to address the Tange of core-damage and spent-fuel-damage events that could
occur at Pilgrim,, Third, there is a substantial conditional probability of a spent-fuel-pool
fire during a reactor accident at Pilgrim. :

‘TII-5. The Task Force report does not directly address the findings set forth in the
preceding paragraph. However, Task Force recommendations effectively endorse these,
findings. For example, implicit endorsement of these findings is clearly evident in Task
Force Recommendation #7. As discussed in paragraph I-6, above, Recommendation #7
calls for enhanced instrumentation and water makeup capabﬂity for the spent-fuel pool of
each nuclear power plant licensed by the NRC. Pages 43-46 of the Task Force report
provide details. The recommended capabilities do not now exist at the Pilgrim plant.
Indeed, these new capabilities would replace ad hoc, crude EDMGs now on the books at
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Pitgrim. The recommended capabilities would be substantially more effective than the
EDMGs, For example, one of the aspects of Recommendation #7 is that licensees should
be ordered to install seismically qualified means (i.e., robust, pre-installed pipes, nozzles,
etc.) to spray water into each spent fuel pool, with a supply connection at grade outside
the building, That arrangement would be substantially more robust and reliable than the
jury-rigged spray arrangement now envisioned in the Pilgrim EDMGs, as discussed in .
Section V1.2 of the Thompson 2011 report. In recommending such upgrades of
instrumentation and water makeup capability, the Task Force report effectively
acknowledges that, under present arrangements, there is a substantial conditional
probability of a spent-fuel-pool fire during a reactor accident at Pilgrim. It should be
noted, as discussed in paragraph I1I-11, below, that re-equipment of the Pilgrim spent-
fuel pool with low-density, open-frame racks would yield risk reduction beyond that
arising from implementation of Task Force Recommendation #7.

III-6. The third specific issue discussed in the Thompson 2011 report (in its Section VL3
and Couclusion C6) was secrecy regarding accident-mitigating measures. The Thompson .
2011 report found that NRC’s excessive secrecy degrades the licensee’s capablhty to
mitigate an accident at the Pilgrim NPP

1I1-7, The Task Force report does not directly address the debilitating effects of secrecy.
Howeyver, its recommendations implicitly acknowledge those effects. This
acknowledgement is evident, for example, in Appendix A of the Task Force repoit. As
described in paragraph I-7, above, Appendix A sets forth a five-part process for
implementing the report’s recommendations. There is no mention of secrecy in
Appendix A, even though some of the actions recommended by the Task Force would
replace measures — such as EDMGs - that have been or are now secret. One can
reasonably infer that the Task Force report is recommending a reduction in the NRC’s
use of secrecy,

II1-8. The fourth specific issue discussed in the Thompson 2011 report (in its Section
V1.4 and Conclusion C7) was hydrogen control. The Thompson 2011 report found that
hydrogen explosions similar to those experienced at Fukushima could occur at the
Pilgrim NPP,

MI-9. Recommendations #5 and #6 in the Task Force report clearly support the finding of
the Thompson 2011 report on hydrogen control. Recommendation #5, described at pages
39-41 of the Task Force report, calls for requirement of reliable, hardened venting of the
containnient at each boiling-water-reactor (BWR) plant with a Mark I or Mark 1T
containment. The Pilgrim plant is a BWR with a Mark I containment. Hydrogen control
would be one of the'major functions of the recommended venting system. It should be
noted, as discussed in paragraph I-8, above, that hardened venting systems at BWR plants
have a variety of plant-specific design features. Recommendation #6, described at pages
41-43 of the Task Force report, calls for further investigation of hydmgen control as part
of a longer-term review of the Fukushima accident.

TI1-10. The fifth specific issue discussed in the Thompson 2011 report (in its Section

V1.5 and Conclusion C8) was the probability of a spent-fuel-pool fire and radioactive
release, accounting for Fukushima direct experience. This issue overlaps the issue
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discugsed in paragraph I1I-4, above. The Thompson 2011 report found that there is a
substantial conditional probability of a spent-fuel-pool fire during a reactor accident at
Pilgrim. The same finding, reached through a different approach, is discussed in
paragraph TII-4.

III-11. As discussed in paragraph 111-5, above, the Task Force report effectively
acknowledges that, under present arrangements, there is a substantial conditional
probability of a spent-fuel-pool fire during a reactor accident at the Pilgrim NPP. That
acknowledgement is evident, for example, from Task Force Recommendation #7. It
should be noted that Task Force Recommendation #7 does not exhaust the potential for
reduction of the risk of a spent-fuel-pool fire. A greater reduction of risk could be
achieved by re-equipment of the Pilgrim spent-fuel pool with low-density, open-frame
racks.” The Thompson 2011 report found (seé its Conclusion C8) that such re-equipment
is indicated by SAMA analysis and, separately, by prudent engineering principles.

TII-12. The sixth specific issue discussed in the Thompson 2011 report (in its Section
VL6 and Conclusion C9) was filtered venting of reactor containment. The Thompson
2011 report found that filtered venting of the Pilgrim reactor containment could
substantially reduce the atmospherlc release of radioactive material from an accident at -
the Pilgrim NPP. : -

1I1-13. The Task Force report does not specifically discyss filtered venting of reactor
containment, However, its Recommendation #5, as discussed in paragraph T11-9, above, |
calls for requirement of reliable, hardened venting of the Pilgrim reactor containment. It
follows that the Task Force envisions situations in which the containment would be
deliberately vented to the atmosphere during an accident involving reactor core damage.
Ag discussed in Section VI.6 of the Thompson 2011 report, adding a filter to the vent
pathway could substantially reduce the amount of radioactive material released to the
atmosphere during the venting process. Indeed, installation of a filtered venting system is
normal practice in some countries. Thus, Task Force Recommendation #5 implies that
filtered venting of containment should be considered in a re-done SAMA analysis for
Pilgrim, Moreover, the Thompson 2011 report determined (see its Conclusion C9) that
prudent engineering principles, separate from SAMA analysis, call for the Pilgrim
containment to be equipped with a filtered venting system that uses passive mechanisms.
It should be noted that the option of deliberate venting of the containment reflects
fundamental deficiencies in the design of the Pilgrim plant, as discussed in paragraphs II-
1 through 11-3, above. Additional of a filter to the vent pathway could partially offset
some of those deﬁ01enc1es

TV. Conclusions

1V-1. The Thompson 2011 report set forth general findings together with findings on six
specific issues. The general findings address design weaknesses in NRC-licensed NPPs,
including the Pilgrim plant, and related weaknesses in the NRC regulatory arena. The
findings on the six specific issues are directly relevant to license extension for the Pilgrim

7 See, for example, Table 8-1 of the Thompson 2006 report; that report is incorporated by reference at page
8 of the Thompson 2011 repot,
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NPP. Asshown in this declaration, the Task Force report provides new and significant
information that supports both sets of findings in the Thompson 2011 report. The support
is indirect in each instance but is, nevertheless, substantial.

IV-2. The Thompson 2011 report’s findings on six, Pilgrim-specific issues show that the
existing SAMA analysis for the Pilgrim plant should be entirely re-done. It follows, as
discussed in paragraph I-8, above, that the Pilgrim-specific supplement to the GEIS for

license renewal of nuclear power plants should be re-done. As shown in paragraph IV-1,
above, the Task Force report supports that conclusion,

A s kok e sk sk ok ok ok ok ok ok sk ok ko kob ok

I declare, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing facts provided in my Declaration
are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief, and that the opinions
expressed herein are based on my best professional judgment,

Executed on August 11, 2011.

R

Gordon R. Thompson
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

March 12, 2012

EA-12-049

All Power Reactor Licensees and
Holders of Construction Permits in
Active or Deferred Status

SUBJECT. ISSUANCE OF ORDER TO MODIFY LICENSES WITH REGARD TO
REQUIREMENTS FOR MITIGATION STRATEGIES FOR '
BEYOND-DESIGN-BASIS EXTERNAL EVENTS

The U,S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission {NRC) has issued the enclosed Crder that modifies the
current license for your facility. The Order requires provisions for mitigation strategies for
beyond-design-hasis external events, and applies to all addressees listed in Attachment 1 to the
enclosed Order.

Following the earthquake and tsunami at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant in March
2011, the NRC established a senior-level task force referred to as the Near-Term Task Force
(NTTF). The NTTF conducted a systematic and methodical review of the NRC regulations and
processes to determine if the agency should make safety improvements in light of the events in
Japan. As a result of this review, the NTTF issued SECY-11-0093, “Near-Term Report and
Recommendations for Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan,” Agencywide Documents
Access and Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. ML11186A950. SECY-11-0124,
*Recommended Actions to be Taken Without Delay from the Near-Term Task Force Report,”
ADAMS Accession No. ML112911571 and SECY-11-0137, “Prioritization of Recommended
Actions to be Taken in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned,” ADAMS Accession
No.ML11272A111 were issued to establish the NRC staff's prioritization of the recommendations.
Recommendation 4.2 concerning mitigation strategies was determined to be a high-priority
action. This Order is based upon the-NTTF recommendation.

The events af Fukushima Dai-ichi highlight the possibility that extreme naturai phenomena could
challenge the prevention, mitigation and emergency preparedness defense-in-depth layers. At
Fukushima, limitations in time and unpredictable conditions associated with the accident ‘
significantly challenged attempts by the responders to preclude core damage and containment
failure. During the events in Fukushima, the chailenges faced by the operators were beyond any
faced previously at a commercial nuclear reactor. It was determined that additional
reguirements must be imposed to mitigate beyond-design-basis external events. These
additional requirements impose guidance and strategies to be available if the loss of power,

" motive force and normal access fo the ultimate heat sink to prevent fuel damage in the reactor
and spent fuel pool affected all units at a site simultaneously.

The NRC staff has determined that continued operation does not pose an imminent risk to public
health and safety; however, the additional reguirements outlined in this Order are necessary in
light of insights gained from the events at Fukushima Dai-ichi. The requirements of this Order
are immediately effective and are expected to remain in place until superseded by Order or rule.
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All Power Reactor Licensees and
Holders of Construction Permits in
Active or Deferred Status -2~

Pursuant to Sectlon 223 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, any person who willfully
violates, attempts to violate, or conspires to viclate, any provision of this Order shall be subject to
criminal prosecution as set forth in that section. Violation of this order may also subject the
person to civil monetary penalty. S

The enclosed Order requires responses and actions within specified timeframes. Please contact
your Licensing Project Manager or Mr. Steven Bloom, Mitigation Strategies Order Project
Manager (301-415-2431), regarding any issues related to compliance with the requirements in
the enclosed Order, or if you have other questions.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.390 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of this letter and ils
enclosure will be made available electronically for public inspection in the NRC Public Document
Room or from the NRC’s document system (ADAMS), accessible from the NRC Web site at
http://www.nre.govireading-rm/adams.html.  To the extent possible, your response should not
include any personal privacy, proprietary, or safeguards information so that it can be made
available to the public without redaction. The NRC also includes significant enforcement actions
on its Web site at (hitp:/Aww.nrc.govireading-rm/doc-collections/enforcement/actions/. The
enclosed Order has been forwarded to the Office of the Federal Register for publication.

Smcere[y,/
Eric J. Leeds, Director
Officeqf Nuc eactor Regulation

Michael RV Johnsan, Director
Office of New Reactors

Enciosure:
Order (EA-12-049)

co: Listserv
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7590-01-P

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

in the Matter of

ALL POWER REACTOR
LICENSEES AND HOLDERS

OF CONSTRUCTION PERMITS IN
ACTIVE OR DEFERRED STATUS

Docket Nos. (as shown in Attachment 1)
License Nos. (as shown in Attachment 1) or
‘Construction Permit Nos, (as shown in
Attachment 1} ) '

S S e e e et S

EA-12-049

ORDER MODIFYING LICENSES
WITH REGARD TO REQUIREMENTS FOR MITIGATION STRATEGIES
FOR BEYOND-DESIGN-BASIS EXTERNAL EVENTS
(EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY)

l.
The Licensees and bonstruction permits (CP) holders’ identifiéd in Attachment 1 to this
Order hold licenses and CPs issuéd by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRG or
Commission} authorizing operation and/or construction of nuclear power plants In accordance
with the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and Title 10 of the Code of Fedsral Regu/ations
(10 CFR) Part 50, ‘-‘Do mestic Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities," and Part 52,

“jcenses, Certifications, and Approvals for Nuclear Power Plants.”

1.
On March 11, 2011, a magnitude 9.0 earthquake struck off the coast of the Japanese
island of Honshu. The earthquake resulted in a large tsunatmi, estimated to have exceeded

14 meters (45 feet) in height, that inundated the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant site.

1 CP holders, as used in this Order, incitides 'CPs, in active or deferred status, as identified in -
Attachment 1 to this Order (I.e., Walls Bar, Unit 2; and Bellefonte, Units 1 and 2)
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The earthquake and tsunami preduced widespread devastation across northeastern Japan and
significantly affected the infrastrucfuré and industry in the northeastern coastal areas of Japan.
When the earthquake ocourred, Fukushima Dai-ichi Units 1, 2, and 3 were in operation
and Units 4, 5, and 6 were shut down for routine refueling and maintenance activites. The Unit 4
reactof fué! was offloaded to the Unit 4 spent fuel pocl (SFP). Following the earthquake, the.

- three operating units automatically shut down and offsite power was lost to the entire facility.
The emergency di‘e:sei generators (EDGs) started at all six units providing alternating current {ac)
electrical power to critical systeAms at each unit. The facility response to the earthquake appears
to have been normai. |

Approximately 40 minutes following the earthquake and shutdown of the operating' units,
the first large tsunami wave inundated the site, followed by additional waves. The tsunami
caused extensive darnage to site facilities and resulted in a complete loss of all ac electrical power
at Units 1 through 5, a condition khown as'staﬂon bla.ckout. In addition, ali direct current
electrical power was lost early in the event on Units 1 and 2 and after some period of time at the
other units. Unit 6 retained the function of one air-cooled EDG: Despite their actions, the
oberators lost the ability to cool the fuel in the Unit 1 reactor after several hours, in the Unit 2
reactor after about 70 hours, and in thé Unit 3 reactor after about 36 hours, resulting in damagé to
the nuclear fuel shortly after the loss of cooling capabilities.

Following the events at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant, the NRC established
a senior-level agency task force referred tt:J as the Near-Term Task Force (NTTF). The NTTF
was tasked with conducting a systematic and methodical review of the NRC regulations and
processes and determining if the agency should make additional improvements to these
programs in light of the events at Fukushima Dal-ichi. As a result of this review, the NTTF
developed a comprehensive set of recommendations, documented in SECY-11-0083,

“Near~Térh1 Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions Foliowing the Events in Japan,”
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dated July 12, 2011. These recommendations were enhanced by the NRG staff following
interactions wiﬂ? stakeholders. Documentation of the staff's efforis is contained in
SECY-11-0124, "Recommended Actions to be Taken Without Delay From the Near-Termm Task
Force Report,” dated September 9, 2011, and SECY-11-0137, “Prioritization of Recommended
Actions to be Taken in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned,” dated October 3, 2011.

As directed by the Commission’s staff requirements memorandum (SRM) for
SECY-11-0093, the NRC staff reviewed the NTTF recommendations within the context of the
NRC's existing regulatory framework and considered the various regulatory vehicles available fo ‘
the NRC to implement the recémmendations. SECY-11-0124 and SECY-11-0137 established
the staff's proritization of the recoramendations based upon the potential safety enhancements.

Since receiving the Commission’s direction in SRM-SECY-11-0124 and
SRM-SECY-11-0137, the NRC staff conducted public meetings to discuss enhanced mitigation
strategies intended fo maintain or restore core cooling, containment, and SFP cooling capabilities

' fo!lowing beyond-design-basis external events. At these meetings, the industry described its
proposal for a Diverse and Flexible Mitigaﬁon Capability (FLEX), as documented in the Nuclear
Energy Institute’s (NEI's) letter dated December. 16, 2011 (Agency Doéu‘ments Access and
Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. ML11353A008). FLEXis proposed as a strategy
to fulfilt the key safely functibns of core cooling, containment integrity, and spent fuel cooling.
Stakeholder input influenced the staff to pursue a more performance-based approach to improve
the safety of operating power reactors than envisioned in NTTF Receammendation 4.2,
SECY-11-0124, and SECY-11-0137.

. Current regulatory réquirements and existing plant capabilities allow the NRC to conclude
that a sequence of events such as the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident is uniikely to occur in the U.S.
Therefcnre,I continued operation and continued licensing activities do not pose an imminent threat

fo public health and safety. However, NRC's assessment of new insights from the events at
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Fukushima Dai-ichi leads the staff to conclude that additional requir'ements must be imposed on
Licénsees or‘CP nolders to.increase the capabiiity of nuctear power plahts o mitigate
beyond-design-basis external events. | Thgse additional requirements are needed to provide.
adequate protection to public health and safety, as set forth in Section il of tﬁis Order.
Guidance and strategies requireq by this Order would be available if tfwé loss of power,
motive force, and normal access to tﬁe ultimate heat sink o prevent fuel damage in the reactor
and SFP, affected all units at a site simultaneously. This Order requires a three-phase approach
for mitigating beyond-design-basis external events. The initial phase requires the use of
installed equipment and resources to maintain or restore core cooling, containment, and SFP
| cooling. - The transition phase requires providing sufficient, portable, onsite equipment anq
consumables to maintain or restore these functions untii they can be accomplished with:
resources brought from off site.  The final phase requires 6Btaining suﬁicignt offsite resources to
-sustain those functions indefinitéiy.
Additional details on an acceptable approach for comp{yiﬁg with this Order will be
contained-in final Interim Staff Guidance {ISG) scheduled to be issued by the NRC in August
2012." This guidance will-also inc!ude a templ_ate to be used for the plan that will be Vsubmitted in

accordance with Section IV, Condition C.1 below,

i,

Reasonable assurance of adequate protection of the public health and safety .and a
assurance of the common defense and security are the fundamental NRC regulatory obiectives.
Compliance with NRC requirements plays a critical role in giving the NRC confidence that
Licensees or GP holders are mair;t_aining an adequate level of public health and safety and
common defense and secﬁrity. White compliance with NRC requirements presumbtively

assures adequate protection, new information may reveal that additional requirements are

ADD-130



Case:(la5¢772-17DDcubentirfent 613521 55age Peife: 185ate Eike: Aildds12028/20 Entry EDt569BHED3523

-5 -
warranted. In such situations, the Commission may act in accordance with its statutary authority
under Section 161 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to require Licensees or CP
-holders to take action in 6rder to protect health and safety and common defense and security,

To protect public health and safety from the inadvertent release of radioactive materials, the
NRC's defense-in-depth strategy includes multiple layers of protection: (1) breventicn of
accidents by virtue of the design, construction, and operation of the plant; t2) mitigation features
to prevent radioactive releases should an accident occur; and (3) emergency preparedness
programs that include measures such as shelteriné and evacuation. The defense-in-depth
strategy also provides fml’ mulfiple physical barriers to contain the radicactive materials in the
event of an accident, The barriers are the fuel cladding,.the reactor coolant pressure boundary,
and the containment. These defense-in-depth features are embodied in the existing regulatory -
requirements a;nd thereby provide adequaie protection of the public health and safety.

Fallowing the events of September 11, 2001, the NRC i.ssued Order EA-02-028, dated
February 25, 2002, which required Licensees to develop mitigating strategies related to the key
safety functions of core cooling, containment, and SFP cooling, NE! Document 06-1 2 “B.5.b |
Phase 2 & 3 Submittal Guidaline” tADAMS Accession No. MiL.070090080) provides guidelines
that describe the necessary mitigating strategies. The NRC endorsed these guidelines in a lefter
dated December 22, 2008, designated as Official Use Only. Those mitigating strategies were
developed in the context of a localized event thét was envisioned to challenge portions of a single
unit. The events at Fukushima, however, demonstrate that beyond-design-basis external events
may adversely affect: (1) more fhan one unit at a site with two or more units, and (2) multiple
.safety functions at each of several units located on the same site.

The events at Fukushima further highlight the possibility that extreme natural phenomena
could challenge the prevention, mitigation, and emergency preparedness defense-in-depth

layers. To address the uncertainties aséociated with beyond-design-basis external events, the -
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NRC is requiring additional defense-in-depth measures at licensed nuclear power reactors so that
the NRC can continue to have reasonable assurance of adequate protection of public health and
safety in mitigating the consequ;ances of a beyond-design-basis external event.

The strategies and guidance developed and implemented by Licensees or CP holders in -
response to the requirements imposed by this Order will provid_e the necessary capabilities to
supplement those of the permanently installed plant structures, systerﬁs, and components that
could become unavailable foliowing beyond—desilgn-basis external events. These strategies and
guidance will enhance the safety and preparedness capabilities established following
September 11, 2001, and codified as 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2). in order to address the potential for
more widespread effects of beyond design basis external events,.this Order requires strate‘gies.
with increased capacity to implement protective actions boncurrently at muitiple units at a site,
The sfrategies shall be developed fo add multiple ways to maintain or restore core cooling,
containment and SFP cooling capabilities in order to improve the defense-in-depth of licensed
nuclear power reactors, |

The Commission has determined that ensuring adequate protection of public health and
safety requires that power reactor Licensees and dP holders develop, implement and maintain
guidance and strategies fo restore or maintaiﬁ core cooling, containment, and SFP cooling.
capabilities in the event of a beyond-design-basis external event. These new requirements;
provide a greater mitigation capability cansistent with the overall defense-in-dlepth philosophy,
and, therefore, greater assurance that the challenges posed by beyond-design-basis external
events to power reactors do not pose an undue risk to public health and Safety. In order to
provide reasonable assurance of adequrate protection of public health and safety, all operating
reactor licenses and CPs gnder Part 50 identified in Attachment 1 to this Order shall be modified

to include the requirements identified in Attachment 2 to this Order. All combined licenses
]
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{COLs) under 10 CFR Part 52 identified in Attachment 1 to this Order shall be modified to include
the requirements identified in Attachment 3 to this Order.

Accordingly, the NRC has concluded that these measures are necessary fo ensure
adequate prgtection of public health and safety under the provisions of the backfit rule, 10 CFR
50.109(a)(4)(ii), and is requiring Licensee or CP holder action. n addition, pursuant to 10 CFR
2.202, the NRC finds that the public héaith, safety a'nd. interest require that this Order be made

immediately effective.

V.

. Accordingly, pursuant to Sections 1681b, 161i, 1610, and 182 .of the Atomic Energy Act of -
1954, as amended, and the Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 2.202, and 10 CFR Parts 50 and
52, {T IS HEREBY ORDERED, -EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY, THAT ALL LICENSES AND
CONSTRUCTION PERMITS IDENTIFIED IN ATTACHMENT 1 TO THIS ORDER ARE
MODIFIED AS FOLLOWS: |
A. 1., Allholders of CPs issued under Part 50 shall, notwithstanding the provisions of any

Commission regulation or CPs to the contrary, comply with the requirements
described in Attachment 2 to this Order except to the extent that a more s'tringent
requirement is set forth in the CP.  These CP holders shall complete full
implementation prior to issuance of an operating license.

2. Al holders of operating licenses issued under Part 50 shall, notwithstanding the
provisions of any Commission regulation orlicense to the contrary, comply with the
requiren‘wents described in Attachment 2 to this Order except to the extent that &
more stringent requirement is set forih in the license, These Licensees shall ~
promptly start implementation of the requirements in Attachment 2 to the Order

and shall complete full implementation no later than two (2) refueling cycles
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.G. 20555-0001

March 12, 2012

EA-12-051

All Power Reactor Licensees and
Holders of Construction Permits in
Active or Deferred Status

SUBJECT:- ISSUANCE OF ORDER TO MOBIFY LICENSES WiTH REGARD TO RELIABLE
SPENT FUEL POOL INSTRUMENTATION

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatary Comimission (NRC) has issued the enclosed Order that modifies the
current license for your facility. The Order requires provisions for reliable spent fuel pool
indications and applies to all addressees listed in Attachment 1 to the enclosed Order.

Following the earthquake and tsunami at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant in

March 2011, the NRC established a senlor-level task force referred to as the Near-Term Task
Force (NTTF). The NTTF conducted a systematic and methodical review of the NRC regulations
and processes to determine if the agency should make safety improvements In light of the events
inJapan. As aresult of this review, the NTTF issued SECY-11-0093, “Near-Term Reporf and
Recommendations for Agency Actions Follawing the Events in Japan” {Agencywide Document
Access and Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. ML11186A950). SECY 11-0124,
‘Recommended Actions to be Taken Without Delfay from the Near-Term Task Force Report,”
(ADAMS Accession No. ML112911571) and SECY-~11-0137, “Prioritization of Recommended
Actions to be Taken in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned,” (ADAMS Accession No.
ML11272A111) were issued to establish the NRC staff's prioritization of the recommendations.
Recommendation 7.1, concerning reliable spent fuel pool instrumentation, was determined to be
a high-priority action. This Order is based upon the NTTF recommendatian.

During the events in Fukushima, responders were without refiable instrumentation to determine
water level in the spent fuel pool. This caused concerns that the pool may have boiled dry,
resulting in fuef damage. Numerous attempts were made to refill the spent fuel pools, which
diverted resources and attention from other efforts.  The events at Fukushima demonstrated the
confusion and misapplication of resources that can result from beyond-design-basis external '
events when adequate instrumentation is not available.

The NRC staff has determined that the current fleet of nuclear power plants is safe to continue
operation. Additionally, the Commission has determined that the enhanced spent fuel pool
instrumentation required by this Order represents a substantial increase in protection to public

. health and safety. The requirements of this Order are immediately effective and are expected to
‘remain in place until superseded by Order or rule.

ADD-134



Case CQs4772-17DDcubentrfent 61521 55ge Piage: 18date Bike: AildA8L023/20 Bntry D563 FED3523

UNITED STATES

' NUGLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

March 12, 2012

EA-12-050

All Operating Boiling-Water Reactor
Licensees with Mark 1 and
Mark I} Containments

SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF ORDER TO MODIFY LICENSES WITH REGARD TO REL?ABLE
HARDENED CONTAINMENT VENTS '

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has issued the enclosed Order modifying the
current license for your facility. The Order requires that all licensees listed in Attachment 1 tothe
Order implement requirements for reliable hardened containment vents at their facilities.

Following the earthquake and tsunami at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant in March
2011, the NRC established a senior-level task force referred to as the Near-Term Task Force
(NTTF). The NTTF conducted a systematic and methodical review of the NRC regulations and
processes to determine if the agency should make safety improvements in light of the events in
Japan. As a result of this review, the NTTF issued SECY-11-0093, “Near-Term Report and
Recommendations for Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan,” (Agencywide Documents
Access and Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. ML11186A850). SECY-11-0124,
“Recommended Actions fo be Taken Without Delay from the Near-Term Task Force Report,”
(ADAMS Accession No, ML112911571) and SECY-11-0137, “Prioritization of Recommended
Actions to be Taken in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned,” (ADAMS Accession No.
ML11272A111), were issued to establish the NRC staff's prioritization of the recommendations.
Recommendaticn 5.1 concerning reliable hardened vents was determined to be a high-priority -
action. This Qrder is based upon the NTTF recommendation.

The events at Fukushima Dai-ichi highlight the possibility that extreme natural phenomena could |
challenge the prevention, mitigation and emergency preparedness defense-in-depth layers, At
Fukushima, a variety of challenges, some of which are not yet clearly known, significantly
challenged attempts by the responders to preclude core damage and containment failure. One
item that is known is that, under that particular set of circumstances, the operators were unable to
successfully operate the containment venting system early in the event. The inability to reduce
containment-pressure inhibited efforts to. cool the reactor core.  If additional backup or alternate
sources of power had been available to operate the containment venting system remotely, or if
certain valves had been more accessible for manual operation, the aperators at Fukushima may
have been able to depressurize the containment earlier. This, in turn, could have allowed
operators to implement strategies using low-pressure water sources that may have limited or
prevented damage to the reactor core. Thus, the events at Fukushima demonstrate that reliable

- hardened vents at boiling-water reactors facilities with Mark | and Mark [l containment designs are
important to maintain core and containment cooling. '

The NRC staff has determined that continued operation does not pose an imminent risk to public
health and safety; however, the additional requirements outlined in this Order are necessary in
light of insights gained from the events at Fukushima Dai-ichi. The requirements of this Order
are immediately effective and are expected to remain in place until superseded by Order or rule,
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LBP-11-35

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Before Administrative Judges: -

Ann Marshall Young, Chair
Dr. Paul B. Abramson
Dr. Richard F. Cols

In the Matter of:

ENTERGY NUCLEAR GENERATION
COMPANY AND ENTERGY NUCLEAR
OPERATIONS, INC.

(Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station)

Docket No. 50-293-LR

ASLBP No. 06-848-02-LR

November 28, 2011

MEMORANDUM and ORDER

(Denying Commonweait\h of Massachusetts’
Request for Stay, Motion for Waiver, and Request for Hearing on
a New Contention Relating to Fukushima Accident)
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
Before Administrative Judges:

Ann Marshall Young, Chair
Dr. Paul B. Abramson
Dr. Richard F. Cole

In the Matter of: A Docket No. 50-283-LR

ENTERGY NUCLEAR GENERATION ASLBP No. 06-848-02-LR
COMPANY AND ENTERGY NUCLEAR
OPERATIONS, INC. - _ . '

(Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station) : November 28, 2011

MEMORANDUM and ORDER
_ (Denying Commonwealth of Massachusetts’
Request for Stay, Motion for Waiver, and Request for Hearing on
A New Contention Relating to Fukushima Accident)

In this Order, we address remaining matters before us raised by the ComhonWealth of
" Massachusetts (Commonwealth) in the proceeding concemning the application by Entergy

Nuclear Generation Company and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc (coliectively, Entergy) for
renewal of the operating license for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station (Pilgrim) for an additional
twenty-year period beyond its current operating license expiration date of June 8, 2012." These
matters are: (a) a motion amounting to a request for a stay of this proceeding (Stay Request);”
(b) a motion to admit (Motion to Admit) a new contention challenging the Entergy SAMA
analysis beéause of asserted new information regarding both Spent Fuel Pool (SFP) accidents -
and severe accident probabilities based upon the events at FukusHEma {Fukushima

Contention);® (c) a request for a waiver of the provisions of our regulations providing that SFP

! See 71 Fed. Reg. 15,222, 15,222 (Mar. 27, 20086).

" 2 Commonwealth of Massachusetts Motion to Hold Licensing Decision in Abeyance Pending
Commission Decision Whether to Suspend the Pilgrim Proceeding to Review the Lessons of the
Fukushima Accident (May 2, 2011) [hereinafter Stay Request].

® Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Motion to Admit Contention and, If Necessary, to Reopen
Record Regarding New and Significant Information Revealed By Fukushima Accident (June 2,
: (continuing . .. )
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issues are outside the scope of a license renewal proceeding such as this (Request for
Waiver);* and (d) a motion to supplement the bases of its proposed contention to address the
NRC'’s Near-Term Task Force Report on lessons learned from Fukushima (Motion to
Supplement).’

For reasons discussed below:

a. we deny the Stay Request;
b. we deny the Waiver Request;
C. we grant the Motion to Supplement, considering the information presented

therewith for its value to this matter; and
d. we deny the Motion to Admit, finding the Commonwealth has failed to satisfy
the requirements for reopening Lmder 10 C.F.R. § 2.326, the standards for
' untimely contentions under 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(c), and the contention

admissibility criteria of 10 C.F,R. § 2.309(f)(1).

(...continued)

201 1) [hereinafter Motion to Admit and Reopen]; Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Contention
Regarding New and Significant Information Revealed by the Fukushima Radiological Accident
(June 2, 2011) [herelnafter Fukushima Contention].

4 Commonwealth of Massachusetts' Petition for Waiver of 10 C.F.R. Part 51 Subpart A,
Appendix B or, in the Alternative, Petition for Rulemaking to Rescind Regulations Excluding
Considerafion of Spent Fuel Storage Impacts from License Renewal Environmental Review
(June 2, 2011) [hereinafter Waiver Petition].

® Commonwealth of Massachusetts Motion to Supplement Bases to Commonwealth Contention
to Address NRC Task Force Report on Lessons Learned from the Radiological Accident at
Fukushima (Aug. 11, 2011) at 1-2 (citing Dr. Charles Miller et al., Recommendations for
Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 21st Century, The Near-Term Task Force Review of Insight
from the Fukushima Dai-Ichi Accident (July 12, 2011) (ADAMS Accession No. ML111861807)
[hereinafter Near-Term Task Force Report]) [hereinafter Motion to Supplement].

ADD-139



' Case(I5¢772-170@cuiDent0ent 618521 Fage Peiye: 1Tate Biltd: Ail¥A812028/20 Bntry EDI56EBEED3523

-3

L PERTINENT BACKGROUNDl

Entergy's application has been opposed by Pilgrim Watch® and the Commonwealth.”
We originally closed these proceedings by order issued June 4, 2008;® however, on March 26,
2010 the Commission reversed in part the Board majority’s grant of summary disposition as to
an admitted contention filed by Pilgrim Watch challenging Entergy’s analysis of severe accident
mitigation alternatives (SA[VIAS).9 We ruled in favdr of Entergy as to the remanded matter by

order dated Julg—,r 19, 2011 (hereinafter, our Remanded Issue Order).™

On May 2, 2011, while the remand was pending, the Cohmonwea!th filed its Stay
Request, requesting a stay of these proceedings until the Commission has co-mpjeted its studies
of, and released a related plaﬁ for action regarding, the Fukushima evélnts.“ On June 2, 2011,

t'? and simultaneously filed its Motion to

the Commonwealth submitted to us its Waiver Reques
Admit™ respecting its Fukushima Contention.™ On August 11, 2011, the Commonwealth filed

its Motion to Supplement, asking to supplement its bases for its new contention based upon

® Request for Hearing and Petition to Intervene by Pilgrim Watch (May 25, 2006).

” Massachusetts Attorney General’s Request for a Hearing and Petition for Leave to Intervene
wit[h] Respect to Entergy Nuclear Operations Inc.’s Application for Renewal of the Pilgrim
Nuclear Power Plant Operating License and Petition for Backfit Order Requiring New Design
Features to Protect Against Spent Fuel Pool Accidents (May 30, 2006).

® LBP-08-22, 68 NRC 590, 596 (2008); Board Memorandum and Order (Ruling on Pilgrim
Watch Motions Regarding Testimony and Proposed Additional Evidence Relating to Pilgrim
Watch Contention 1) (June 4, 2008) at 3-4 (unpublished).

® See CLI-10-11, 71 NRC __, __ (slip op. at 3) (Mar. 26, 2010).

1) BP-11-18, 74 NRC-_, __ (slip op. at 1-2) (July 19, 2011).

' See Stay Request at 1.

2 Waiver Request at 1.

13 Motion to Admit at 1.

" Fukushima Contention.
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information it garnered from the NRC’s Near-Term Task Force Report.” Entergy and Staff filed
answers and oppositions to these petitions and motions,™ and the Commonwealth filed replies

and motions for leave to reply.” Entergy and the NRC Staff filed oppositions to the

™ Motion to Supplement at 1-2.

% Entergy’s Answer Opposing Commonwealth’s Motion to Hold Licensing Decision in Abeyance
(May 12, 2011) [hereinafter Entergy Opposition to Stay Request]; NRC Staff's Answer in ‘
Opposition to Commonwealth of Massachusetts Motion to Hold Licensing Decision in Abeyance
Pending Commission Decision Whether to Suspend the Pilgrim Proceeding to Review the
Lessons of the Fukushima Accident (May 12, 2011) [hereinafter NRC Staff Opposition to Stay -
Request]; Entergy’s Answer Opposing Commonwealth Contention and Petition for Waiver
Regarding New and Significant Information Based on Fukushima (June 27, 2011) [hereinafter
Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention]; NRC Staff's Response to the
Commonweaith of Massachusetts’ Petition for Waiver of 10 C.F.R. Part 51 Subpart A, Appendix
B or, in the Alternative, Petition for Rulemaking (June 27, 2011) [hereinafter NRC Staff Answer
to Waiver Petition]; NRC Staff's Response to Commonwealth of Massachusetts' Moticn to Admit
Contention and, if Necessary, Re-Open Record Regarding New and Significant Information
Revealed by Fukushima Accident (June 27, 2011) [hereinafter NRC Staff Opposition to
Fukushima Contention]; Entergy’s Answer Opposing Commonwealth Motion to Supplement
Bases to Commonwealth Contention to Address NRC Task Force Report on Lessons Learned
from Fukushima (Sept. 6, 2011); Letter from Paul A, Gaukler, Counsel for Entergy, to Office of
the Secretary, NRC (Sept. 19, 2011) (explaining that Entergy refiled its answer to the
Commonwealth's Motion to Supplement to correct only the caption); Entergy’s Answer
Opposing Commonwealth Motion to Supplement Bases to Commonwealth Contention to
Address NRC Task Force Report on Lessons Learned from Fukushima (Sept. 19, 2011)
[hereinafter Entergy Opposition to Motion to Supplement]; NRC Staff's Response to
Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Motion o Supplement Bases to Proposed Contention to
Address NRC Task Force Report on Lessons Learned from Fukushima (Sept. 6, 2011) :
[hereinafter NRC Staff Opposition to Motion to Supplement. The NRC Staff had moved that we
extend the time for filing responses to the Commonwealth’s Motion to Supplement, NRC Staff's
Unopposed Motion for an Extension to September 6, 2011, fo File a Response to the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Motion (Aug. 16, 2011), and we granted its extension

. request, Board Order (Granting NRC Staff's Unopposed Motion for Extension) at 1-2 (Aug. 17,
2011) (unpublished). .

7 Commonwealth of Massachusetts Motion to Reply to the Answers of the NRC Staff and
Entergy in Opposition to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Motion to Hold Licensing
Decision in Abeyance Pending Commission Decision Whether to Suspend the Pilgrim
Proceeding to Review the Lessons of the Fukushima Accident (May 19, 2011); Commonwealth
- of Massachusetts Reply to NRC Staff and Entergy Oppositions to Commonwealth Motion to
Hold Licensing Decision in Abeyance Pending Commission Decision Whether to Suspend the
Pilgrim Proceeding to Review the Lessons of the Fukushima Accident (May 19, 201 1)
[hereinafter Reply for Stay Request]; Commeonwealth of Massachuseits Reply to the Responses
of the NRC Staff and Entergy to Commonwealth Waiver Petition and Motion to Admit
Contention or in the Alternative for Rulemaking (July 5, 2011) [hereinafter Reply for Waiver
Petition and Fukushima Contention]; Commonwealth of Massachuseits Reply to NRC Staff.and..
. ) (continuing . . . )
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Commonwealth’s motion for leave to reply regarding the Stay Request,'® and Entergy filed an
opposition to the Commonwealth’s motion for‘[eave to reply regarding the Motion to
Supp!emeh’f,19 Entergy moved also to strike portions of the Commonwealth’s reply regarding
the Waiver Petition and the Fukushima Contention.”® The Commonwealth filed an opposition to
Entergy’s motion to strike.*'

In addition, Pilgrim Watch‘ filed requests for hearing on proposed new contentions while
the remand was pending. We found inadmissible the three proposed new cb_ntentions that
Pilgrim Watch filed prior to the accident at Fukushima by order dated August 11, 2011

(hereinafter, our Pre-Fukushima Order)? and the two proposed new contentions that Pilgrim

(...continued)

Entergy Oppositions to Commonwealth Motion to Supplement Bases to Contention on NRC
Task Force Report on Lessons Learned from Fukushima (Sept. 13, 2011); Commonwealth of
Massachusetts Motion to Reply to NRC Staff and Entergy Oppositions to Commonwealth
Motion to Supplement Bases to its Contention (Sept. 13, 2011); Commonwealth of
Massachusetts Amended Motion to Reply to NRC Staff and Entergy Opposition to
Commonwealth Motion to Supplement Bases to its Contention {(Sept. 15, 2011).

'8 Entergy’s Answer Opposing Commonwealth of Massachusetts Motion to Permit Unauthorized
Reply to NRC Staff and Entergy Answers Opposing Motion to Hold Licensing Decision in
Abeyance (May 31, 2011); NRC Staff's Answer in Opposition to Commonweaith of
Massachusetts’ Motion to File Reply to Staff Response to Motion to Hold Licensing Board
Decision in Abeyance Pending the Commission’'s Decision on Motion to Suspend Proceedings
(May 31, 2011).

¥ Entergy Answer Opposing Commonwealth of Massachusetts Motion to Reply to NRC Staff
and Entergy Oppositions to Commonwealth Motion to Supplement Bases of its Contention
{Sept. 23, 2011).

2 Entergy Motion to Strike Portions of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Reply to Entergy
and the NRC Staff Answers Opposing Waiver Petition and Motion to Admit Contention (July 15,
2011).

1 Commonwealth of Massachusetts Answer in Opposition to Entergy’s Motion to Strike Portions
of Massachusetts Reply (July 21, 2011). We have considered all the information set out in the
Commonwealth’s reply for the value it confributed, and therefore need not address either the
Entergy’s motion to strike nor the opposition thereto from the Commonwealth.

22 BP-11-20, 74 NRC __, __ (slipop. at 2-3) (Aug. 11, 2011) [hereinafter Pre-Fukushima
" Order]. : .
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Watch filed after, and respecting information it garnered from, the accident at Fukushima by
order dated September 8, 2011 (hereinafter, our Pilgrim Watch Post-Fukushima Order).?

During the pendency of our issuance of this ruling on the Commonwealth’s pleadings
respecting the events at Fukushima, Pilgrim Watch filed yet another proposed new contention.?

The history of this proceeding is discussed in greater detail in our Remanded Issue
Order, in our Pre-Fukushima Order, and in our Pilgrim Watch Post Fukushima Order.

.  ANALYSIS

A. Stay Request

The Commonwealth requests that

the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (Pilgrim ASLB) hold its decision in

abeyance whether to relicense the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant for an additional

twenty (20) years until the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC or

Commission) issues a decision on the pending petition to suspend the Pilgrim

relicensing proceeding to consider new and significant information on the lessons

of the accident at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Station.”

The Commonwealth states that the-grant of the stay would be consistent with NRC
customary practice to facilitate orderly judicial review, and states the reasons for its request as
follows:

To allow for an orderly process, and in viéw of the Commission’s own stated

intent to entertain further filings on the license suspension and related issues, the

Commonwealth is requesting the Pilgrim ASLB to grant a housekeeping or

anticipatory stay to allow the Commission to decide these issues before the
- Pilgrim ASLB may render a final licensing decision.”®

2% | BP-11-23, 74 NRC __, __(slip op. at 3) (Sept. 8, 2011) [hereinafter Pilgrim Watch Post-
Fukushima Order].

24 pilgrim Watch Request for Hearing on a New Contention Regarding Inadequacy of
Environmental Report, Post-Fukushima (Nov. 18, 2011),

? Stay Request at 1.

% 1d, at 2,
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The Commonwealth explains that the request to suspend the Pilgﬁm relicensing
proceeding ig madg to permit “further consideration of new and significant information arising
from the Fukushima accident regarding the risks associated with the spent fuel pool at Pilgrim
and related issues.”? The Commonwealth also requests “an additional thirty days to submit
expert testimony with initial findings in support [of] this request and for related relief,”

In addition, the Commonwealth joined in the petitions beforé the Gommission,? wherein
petitioners requested:

- Suspension of “all decisions regarding the issuance of construction permits, new
reactor licenses, [Combined Licenses (COLs)}, [Early Site Permits (ESPs)],
license renewals, or standardized design certification pending completion by the
NRC’s Task Force . . . of its investigation of the hear-term and long-term lessons
of the Fukushima accident and the issuance of any proposed regulatory
decisions and/or environmental analyses of those issues.”

» Suspension of all proceedings—specifically, all hearings and opportunities for
public comment—on reactor or spent fuel pool issues identified for investigation
by the Task Force, including external event issues, station blackout, severe
accident measures, implementation of 10 C.F.R. § 50. 54(hh)(2) requirements on
response to fire or explosions, and emergency preparedness.

»  Suspension of proceedings in connection with any other issues identified by the
Task Force pending completion of investigation of those issues and issuance of
any proposed regulatory decisions and/or environmental analyses,*

7 1d.

28 I_
2 Commonwealth of Massachusetts Response to Commission Order Regarding Lessons
Learned from the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Station Accident, Joinder in Petition fo
Suspend the License Renewal Proceeding for the Pilgrlm Nuclear Power Plant, and Request for
Additional Relief (May 2, 2011) at 3.

3¢ Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri (Callaway Plant, Unit 2), CLI-11-05, 74 NRC
., __(slip op. at 20) (Sept. 9, 2011) (citations omitted); accord Emergency Petition to Suspend
All Pending Reactor Licensing Decisions and Related Rulemaking Decisions Pending
Investigation of Lessons Learned from Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Station Accident (Apr.
14, 2011) at 1-2. The Commission noted that the requested relief also included “analysis of
whether the events at Fukushima constitute ‘new and significant information” under NEPA;
safety analysis of the regulatory implications of the events at Fukushima; and establishment of a
schedule for raising new issues in pending licensing proceedings.” Callaway, CLI-11-05, 74
NRC at ___(slip op. at 9). NS .
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In CLI-11-05, the Commission denied those petitions insofar as they requested
cessation of licensing activities,® finding:

[Flor pending license renewal applications, where the period of extended
operation, -provided renewed licenses are issued, will not begin for, at a
minimum, nearly a year, and, in the majority of cases, for several years. . . . there
is no imminent threat to public health and safety that requires suspension of any
of these proceedings or the associated licensing decisions now.*

Going on, the Commission summarized as follows:

In sum, we find no imminent risk to public health and safety if we allow our
regulatory processes to continue. Instead of finding cbstacles to fair and efficient
decision-making, we see benefits from allowing our processes o continue so that
issues unrelated to the Task Force’s review can be resolved. We have well-
established processes for imposing any new requirements necessary to protect
public health and safety and the common defense and security. Moving forward
with our decisions and proceedings will have no effect on the NRC’s ability to
implement necessary rule or policy changes that might come out of our review of
the Fukushima Dalichi events.*

And, specifically addressing the Commonwealth’s request that the Commission suspend
this proceeding, the Commission held:

The Commonwealth requests that we suspend the Pilarim license renswal
proceeding pending the Commission’s consideration of *new and significant
information related to spent fuel pools, related risks, and regulatory requirements;
and “[glrant the Commonwealth and the public an additional reascnable time
following completion of the release of the NRC's own findings on the lessons of .
Fukushima to comment on them and propose licensing or regulatory changes as
appropriate.” Consistent with our decisions on the requests for relief contained in
the primary Petition, above, we deny the Commonwealth of Massachusetis’s
similar requests for relief. The Commonwealth's petition, like the primary
Petition, fails to satisfy our three-part Privaie_Fuel Storage test and therefore
does not support suspending the Pilgrim proceeding pending evaluation of
information obtained as a result of the events in Japan.*

1 Id.at __(slip op. at 20).

2 |d. at 25.

¥ 1d. at 29.

 1d. at 36 (quoting Commonwealth of Massachusetts Response to Commission Order
Regarding Lessons Learned from the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Station Accident,
Joinder in Petition to Suspend the License Renewal Proceeding for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power

Plant, and Request for Addltlonal Relief (May 2, 201 1) at 13-14 and referring to Private Fuel
(continuing . ..}
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We find the Commission’s ruling to be dispositive of, .and therefore DENY, the Commonwealth’'s
Stay Request.

B. Waiver Request

The Commonwealth requests:

a waiver of 10 C.F.R. § 51.71(d) and 10 C.F.R. Part 51 Subpart A, Appendix B
(collectively “spent fuel pool exclusion regulations”) to the extent that these
regulations generically classify the environmental impacts of high density pool
storage of spent fuel as insignificant and thereby permit their exclusion from
consideration in environmental |mpact statements (EISs) for renewal of nuclear
power plant operating licenses.*®

The Commonwealth argues that:

Waiver of the spent fuel pool exclusion regulations is necessary in order to allow
full consideration of the issues raised in the Commonwealth’s new contention,
also filed today, which challenges the adequacy of the environmental impact
analysis and severe accident mitigation alternatives (SAMA) analysis performed
by Entergy Corp. and the NRC in support of their proposal to re-license the

Pilgrim nuclear power plant (NPP), in light of significant hew mformatlon revealed
by the Fukushima accident.*

The Commonwealth asserts that there are two fundamental tenets of the NRé’s rulemaking oh
SFP issues which 'h.'ave been undermined by the results of the Fukushima accident anc;i that,
because the purpose of the regulation would not be served by its application in the unique
circumstances of this licensing proceediﬁg, awaiver is required.*” In addition, the
Commonwealth asserts that Because SAMA analysis is performed on a plant-specific basis, and

because the resultant implications from the Fukushima accident are plant~épecific, the purpose

(...continued)
Storage, L.L.C. (Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation), CLI-01-26, 54 NRC 376, 380
(2001)).

.35 Waiver Petition at 1-2.
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f

of the regulation, to make a generic finding of no significant impact for all NPPs, will not be
served.®
Nonetheless, the Commonwealth recognizes that
information from the Fukushima accident continues to emerge, and that at this
juncture the accident may not be completely understood. . . . [but], as discussed
in Dr. [Gordon R.] Thompson's report, attached hereto, the Fukushlma accident

conclusively demonstrates that spent fuel pool and reactor accident risks are
significantly higher than previously determined by the NRC.*

Discussing the Agency’s duty to consider catastrophic events with large consequences and
reasonably foreseeable impacts even where the probability of occurrence of such events is
low,*® the Gommonwealth discusses the NRC's SAMA requireménts and asserts that the
coﬁtinuing obligation to cohsider new information requires the NRC to update its EIS with

supplemental SAMA analysis to include Fukushima-derived information.*!

*®1d. at 5.

% 1d. (referring to Declaration of Dr. Gordon R. Thompson in Support of Commonwealth of
Massachusetts’ Contention and Related Petitions and Motions (June 1, 2011) [hereinafter
Thompson Declaration]). The Commonwealih further notes:

[The] accident is ongoing. Publicly available information about the accident in
English language — and probably in Japanese as well — is incomplete and
inconsistent at this time. Nevertheless, information has become available that is
new and significant in the context of the Pilgrim NPP license renewal proceeding.
Additional information of this type is likely to become avallable over the coming
months.

In his report, Dr. Thompson has identified six areas in which information that is
presently availlable regarding the Fukushima accident supports either conclusive
(established) or provisional (likely) findings that challenge the adequacy of the
existing SAMA anaiysm for Pilgrim NPP, including the analysis related to spent
fuel pool risks.

Id, at 18.

4 As we have observed before, remote and speculative events need not be considered in
NEPA safety and environmental impacts analysis. E.q., L. BP-11-23, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 14
n.6e6).

41 Waiver Petition at 20-28.
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In the alt_ernative,' the Commonwealth requests that the Commission (before whom this
petition was also filed) “rescind the spent fuel pool exclusion regulations across the board, in a
rulemaking.”#?

in CLI-11-05, discussed above, the Commission ruled on the Commonwealti’s request
that the Commission suspend this proceeding and grant the public additional time to comment
on the NRC’s completed findings regarding Fukushima and to propose licensing or regulatory
changes based on them.*® Although the Commission did not directly issue an order respecting
the Commonwealth's request that we waive the exclusion respecting spent fuel pool matters
from license renewal matters, it did “[d]eny the requests for relief made by the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts.”**

Of particular import to the request before us to waive an existing rule excluding spent
fuel poo! matters from the scope of license renewal, the Commission, addressing safety and
environmental contentions raised in ongoing proceedings, held:

[Olur license renewal review is a limited one, focused on aging management

issues. It is not clear whether any enhancements or changes considered by the

Task Force will bear on our license renewal regulations, whichi encompass a

more limited review. The NRC’s ongoing regulatory and oversight processes

provide reasonable assurance that each facility complies with its “current
licensing basis,” which can be adjusted by future Commission order or by

modification to the facility’s operating license outside the renewal proceeding
(perhaps even in parallel with the ongoing license renewal review).*

The Commission acknowledged that it is “‘conducting extensive reviews to identify and apply
the lessons learned from the Fukushima Daiichi accident, and . . . will use the information from

these activities to impose any requirements it deems necessary, irrespective of whether a plant

42 |d, at 30.
43 Callaway, CLI-11-05, 74 NRC at ___ (slip op. at 36).

4 |d.at__ (slip op. at 42) (emphasis omitted).

% |d, at __ (slip op. at 26) (internal citations omitted).
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is applying for or has been granted a renewed operating license.”® Nonetheless, because the
Commission was not explicit on this particular waiver request, we address it here. '

Turning to its request for waiver of the regulation excluding SFP matters from a license
renewal proceeding, the Commonwealth asserts:

The applicable regulation, 10 C.F.R. § 2.335(b), provides that the “sole ground

for a petition of waiver or exception” to NRC regulations is that “special

circumstances with respect to the subject matter of the particular proceeding are

suich that the application for the rule or regulation (or a provision of it) would not
serve the purposes for which the rule or regulation was adopted.”*’

10 C.F.R. § 2.335 provides that, absent a waiver or exception from 'th.\za presiding
officer, “no rule or regulation of the Commission, or any provision thereof, concerning the
licensing of production and utilization facilities . . . is subject to attack by way of
discovery, proof, argument, or other meéns in any adjudicatory proceeding subject to
this part.™® The presiding officer ﬁwst dismiss any petition for waiver that does not
make a “prima facie showing” of “special circumstances with respect fo the subject
matter of the particular proceeding . . . such that the application of the rule or 'regu[ation
(or provision of it) would not serve the purposes for which the rule or regulation was
adopted.™’

In addition, as the Commonwealth properly points out,*® the Commission has endoi‘sed
the four-pronged Millstone test respecting grant of a waiver:

(i} the rule's strict application “would not serve the purposes for which [if} was
adopted”; (ii) the movant has alleged “special circumstances” that were “not

% 1d. at __(slip op. at 26;27) {quoting Entergy’s Answer Opposing Petition to Suspend Pending
Licensing Proceedings (May 2, 2011) at 3).

4T \Waiver Petition at 25.
48 10 C.F.R. § 2.335(a).
% 1d, § 2.335(b)-(c).

50 \aiver Petition at 26.
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considered, either explicitly or by necessary implication, in the rulemaking
proceeding leading to the rule sought to be waived”; (i) those circumstances are
“unique” to the facility rather than “common to a large class of facilities”; and (iv)
a waiver of the regulation is necessary to reach a "significant safety problem.”*

The Commission carefully explained that: “The use of ‘and’ in this list of requirements is both
intentional and significant. Fora waiver‘ request to be grantéd, all four factors must be met.”*
The Cbmmission also explained that asserting that a regulation does not ensure the protection
of public health and safety is not alway.s sufficient to satisfy the first prong:®®

Of course, all our Part 50 regulations are aimed, directly or indirectly, at
protecting public health and safety. But that does not mean that they are all
suitable subjects for litigation in a license renewal proceeding. They are not. In
fact, the primary reason we excluded emergency-planning issues from license
renewal proceedings was to limit the scope of those proceedings to “age-related
degradation unique fo license renewal.” Emergency planning is, by its very
hature, neither germane to age-related degradation hor unique to the period
covered by the Millstone license renewal application. Consequently, it makes no
sense fo spend the parties’ and our own valuable resources litigating allegations
of current deficiencies in a proceeding that is directed fo future-oriented issues of
" aging. Indeed, at an earlier stage of this very proceeding, the Commission
approved a Board decision excluding an emergency-planning contention.**

Entergy argues that the Waiver Petition fails to meet the second of these four prongs
(special circumstances), because “the Fukushima accident has revealed no special
circumstances or hew information about the likelihood of a spent fuel pool fire or applicable

mitigation measures.”® The Commonwealth addresses the second prong,® and the NRC Staff

5 Dominion Nuclear Gonnecticut, Inc. (Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3), GLI-05-
24, 62 NRC 551, 559-60 (2005) (internal citations omitted). Ve agree that this same test is
équally appropriate respecting a waiver regarding a NEPA-related contention.

824, at 560.

5% Although thisruling dealt with a safety-related regulation, we find the principle applicable to
environmental matters = the mere assertion of a shortcoming in the regulation does not rise to
the required level.

5 1d, at 560-61 (internal footnotes omitted). -

5 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 44.

% \Waiver Petition at 25-26.
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agrees that it has been satisfied.”” But all of the prongs must be satisfied for a waiver to be
granted and they are not. For example, the Commonwealth proffers no arguments regarding
why the circumstanceé are "unique” to the Pilgrim facility rather than “common to a large class |
of facilities,” although we might take its general arguments that all SAMAs are plant specific to
address that matter.*®
Staff observes that
The third prong of the Millsfone test embodies the Commission’s policy to resolve
generic issues through rulemaking, as opposed to a series of site-specific
determinations in adjudications. Therefore, parties with new and significant
information that could undermine the rationale for a Commission regulation must

seek a rulemaking instead of challenging the regulation in a particular proceeding
unless the information uniquely applies to a given adjudication.®

Asserting that the Commonwealth has failed to show any unique applicability to Pilgrim |
of information learned from the accident at Fukushima, Staff argues that all of the asserted
phenomena applicable to Pilgrim could be applicable to other plants.*® The Staff points out that
Conr;monwea!th expert Drl. Thompson's conclusions on probability are based upon global
nuclear industry experience which, Staff avers, would therefore apply to all operating reactors
and have no unique applicability to Pilgrim.®" Similarly, Entergy argues that the Commonwealth
has not demonstrated uniqueness, citing a number of examples such as the Commonwealth's
assertion that reactor accident probability has increased which, Entergy states, must be based

upon an analysis that inherently applies to every operating nuclear power plant in the world %

57 NRC Staff Answer to Waiver Petition at 14.”

% |d. at 4.

% NRC Staff Answer to Waiver Petitioﬁ at 8 (citing 10 G.F.R. §§ 2.335, 2.6802), -
1d. at 9. |

51 14,

52 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 44.
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Staff notes the Commonwealth's use of the concept of site-specific analyses, but again asserts
that the issues and arguments put forth by the Commonwealth are applicable to many other °
plants, not singularly Pilgrim.%®

Further, the Staff argues that the Comm.onwealth has not satisfied the fourth Millstone
prong because it has failed to demonstrate that the Fukushima accideﬁt raises a problem of
regulatory significance for Pilgrim.®*

Staff also asseris that the Commission has previously addressed and regjected, in this
proceeding; a request for spent fuel pool accidents to be included in SAMA analyses, holding,
instead; that generic analyéis remains appropriate.”® Staff further explains that the
Commission’s Task Force is presently undertaking an intensive review of_ the Fukushi'ma events
and is expected to consider many of the factors thét led the Commission to conclude that the
environmental impacts of onsite storage during the period of extended operations will be
small.%®

We agree with Entergy and Staff, for the reésons they have set forth in their respective
Answers as Well as the reasons set out in this Order, that the third element (uniqueness) of the
Commission’s four pronged test is plainly not satisﬁéd in the present circumstances. In |

- Millstone, the Commission interpreted “uniqueness” as follows:
As for the third waiver factor—-umqueness——we cannot accept Suffolk County’s

argument that its circumstances are “unique” to the Millstone fadility rather than
“generic.” Suffolk County’s principal claim to unigueness is grounded in the

% NRC Staff Answer to Waiver Petition at 10. Indeed, this view is bolstered by the
Commission’s own view that “lack of a specific link between the relief requested and the
particulars of the individual applications makes it difficult to conclude that moving forward with
any individual ficensing decision or proceeding will have a negative impact on public health and
safety.” Callaway, CLI-11-05, 74 NRC at (shp op. at 22) (emphasis added).

5 [d. at 14.
% I, at 10-11 (citing CLI-10-14, 71 NRC _ (slip op. at 29, 39) (Jun. 17, 2010)). -

% 4. at 15.
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county's proximity to a nuclear power facility located in an adjoining state. -But
Suffolk County is hardly unique in this respect. Suffolk County also claims to be
unique due to changes in its demographics and roadway limitations. Yet, . . . this
is an important but common problem addressed by the NRC’s ongoing regulatory
program. Other jurisdictions are subject to demographic frends similar to those
of Suffolk County.” '

Here a waiver has been requested from regulatory provisions that spent fuel storage -
pool matters are outside the scope of license renewal. Spent fuel matters will be addreésed on
a much wider scope than a singular focus upon the Pilgrimplant. Indeed there are more than
20 BWR Mark-l plants which share the characteristics of Pilgrim, not to mention the fact that
_each and every nuclear power plant in this country has a spent fuel pool. [t is noteworthy that
the NRC's Fukushima Task Force's recommendations regarding hew programs that might be
impleniented in response to information gleaned from the Fukushima Dai-Ichi accidents include
a program of containment overpressurization protection rﬁeasures for BWR Mark-! plants,®®
making plain that the issues raised are not “unique” to the Pilgrim plant alone. This'is precisely
the sort of program to which the Cpmmissicin referred in CLI 11-05 when it stated that issues of
this nature will be addressed, if its studies of the implicatiohs from Fukushima warrant, through
more generic regulatory reform.® |

For the foregoing reasons, we DENY the request of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts for a waiver of the NRC's spent fuel pool exclusion regulations.

Nonetheless, even though matters respecting spent fuel pools are ouiside the scope of
this proceeding, and therefore'all aspects of the Commonwealth Fukushima Contention that
%egard spent fuel pools are inadmissible, because the Commonwealth’s pleadings intertwine

matters respecting increased spent fuel risks and severe (reactar) accident risks, we do not

7 Millstone, CLI-05-24, 62 NRC at 562 (internal footnotes omitted). .
% Near-Term Task Force Report at § 4.2.2.

® See Callaway, CLI-11-05, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 40).
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entirely eliminate discussion of some of théselportions of the Commonwealth Fukushima
Contention in our discussion below.
C. Fukushima Contention
For the proposed new contention to be admitted, the Commonweaith, as the party
proposing adm‘ission of the contention, must satisfy the‘Commission’s demanding regulatory
requirements for reopening the record.”
As we noted in our earlier orders,”" the Commission emphasized, in this proceeding, the
need for affidavits to support any motion o reopen, finding that intervenors’ speculation that
further review of certain issues “might’ change some conclusions inithe final safety evaluation
réport did not justify restarting thé hearing process.” This view was repeated in the
Commission’s ruling on the various requests by petitioners that all licensing proceedings be
stayed until the Commission has completed its studies of the effects 6? the accidents at
Fukushima. ‘ |
In addition, should the requirements for reopening thé record be satisfied, the
requirements for untimely contentions under 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(c) must be satisfied, and the
Commonwealth Fukushima Contention must satisfy t_hAe contention admissibility criteria of 10

C.F.R. § 2.309(R)(1).

0 See 10 C.F.R. § 2.326. In this regard, the Commission has most recently repeated its view
when addressing the numerous Fukushima related petitions: “[OJurrules deliberately place a
heavy burden on proponents of contentions, who must challenge aspects of license applications
with specificity, backed up with substantive technical support; mere conclusions or speculation
will not suffice. An even heavier burden applies to motions to reopen.” Callaway, CLI-11-05, 74
NRC at __(slip op. at 33) (internal citations omitted).

& Pilgrim Watch Post-Fukushima Order at 8; Pre-Fukushima Order at 13.

2 AmerGen Energy Co., LLC (Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station), CLI-08-23, 68 NRC
461, 486 (2008) The CLI-08-23 order involved four NRC proceedfngs indluding the Pilgrim
proceedmg
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1. Leaal Standards Governing Motion to Reopen the Record

Ve addressed in dep":h the standards for reopening a record in our Pre-Fukushima
Order and expanded that discussion in our Pilgrim Waich Post Fukushima Order, and do not
repeat that entire discussion here; rather we hereby incorporate that discussion by reférence
and set out only a few key points. |

The standards for reopening the record under 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a) are as follows:

(1) The motion must be timely. However, an exceptionally grave issue may be
considered in the discretion of the presiding officer even if untimely presented; ,

(2) The motion must address a significant safety or environmental issue; and

(3) The motion must demonstrate that a materially different result would be or

would have been likely had the newly proffered evidence been considered

initialty. ‘

And, as we noted in our previous rulings, a motion to reopen must be "accompanied by
affidavits ths& set forth the factual and/or technical bases for the movant’s claim that the critéria
of paragraph (a) of this section have been satisfied.””® In such affidavits, ‘[e]ach of the criteria

must be separately addressed, with a specific explanation 0]; why it has been met.”™

Additionally, where a m.otion to reopen relates t6 r;\ contention not previously in
controversy, section 2.326(d) requires that the motion demonstrate that the balance of the
nontimely filing factors (see 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(c)) favors granting the motion fo-reopen.
The Section 2.309(c) factors are as follows: |

(i) Good cause, if ény, for the failure to file on time;

(ii) The nature of the requestor's/petitioner's rig‘ht under the Act to he made a
party to the proceeding;

(iif) The nature and extent of the requestor's/petitioner's property, financial or
other interest in the proceeding;

10 C.F.R. § 2.326(b).

g,
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(iv) The possible effect of any order that may be entered in the proceeding on
' the requestor's/petitionert’s interest; '

(v) The availability of other means whereby the requestor's/petitioner‘é
interest will be protected,

“ (i) The extent to which the feqUestor's/petitioner’s interests will be
represented by existing parties; -

(viy The extent to which the requestor's/petitioner's participation will broaden
the issues or delay the proceeding; and '

(vii) The extent to which the requestor's/petitioner's participation may
reasonably be expected to assist in developing a sound record.

Finally, if the reopening standards are inapplicable as the Commonwealth avers, or if the
reopening criteria had been satisfied, the new contention must also meet the standards for
contention admissibility under 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(1), and, where the contention Es‘ based upon
new information, those of C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(2)..

2. Analysis of Commonwealth Fukushima Contention

The Commonwealth’s pleadings respecting the Fukushima Contention assert:

[Tihe environmental impact analysis and the SAMA analysis in Supp. 29 to the
Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) for License Renewal (1996) are
inadequate to satisfy NEPA because they fail to address new and significant
information revealed by the Fukushima accident that is likely to affect the
outcome of those analyses. The néw and significant information shows that both
core-melt accidents and spent fuel pool accidents are significantly more likely
than estimated or assumed in Supp. 29 of the License Renewal GEIS or the
SAMA analysis for the Pilgrim NPP. As a result, the environmental impacts of re-
licensing the Pilgrim- NPP have been underestimated. In addition, the SAMA
analysis is deficient because it ignores or rejects mitigative measures that may
now prove to be cost-effective in light of this new understanding-of the risks of re-
licensing Pilgrim. 7

Based upon these assertions, the Commonwealth asserts that the Pilgrim SAMA analysis
" should be redone to encompass

measures fo accommodate: (a) structural damage; and (b) station blackout, loss
of service water, and/or loss of fresh water supply, occurring for multiple days.
Also, the measures to be considered should include systems for hydrogen

S Fukushima Contention at 5-8.
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explosion control, filtered venting of containment, and replacement of high-
density spent fue! storage racks with low-density open-frame racks.”

The Commonwealth supports its contention with, and provides for its basis, the report and the

declaration of Dr. Thompson.”” The findings in that declaration and report, the Commonwealth

observes, are classified by Dr. Thompson as either “Provisional” or “Conclusive.””

. The Commonwealth further supports the admissibility of this contention with a séparate
filing (Motion to Admit) submitting its legal arguments for admissibility.”® The Commonwealth
states, as to the separate filing: "

While the Commonwealth does not believe that the record of this proceeding has
closed, the motion also seeks re-opening of the record in the alternative, in the
event the ASLB determines that it has closed. The motion covers all issues that

must be addressed in order to raise a contention at a late stage of a license
renewal adjudication.®

In its Motion to Supplément, the Commonwealth asserts:

[Tihe Task Force recommended that the NRC incorporate some potential severe
accidents into the “design basis” and subject them fo mandatory safely
regulations. By doing so, the Task Force also effectively recommends a
significant change in the NRC’s system for mitigating severe accidents through
. consideration of severe accident mitigation alternatives (SAMASs). As the Task
Force recognizes, currently the NRC does not impose measures for the
mitigation of severe accidents unless they are shown to be cost-beneficial or
unless they are adopted voluntarily. ... The Task Force now suggests that
some severe accident mitigation measures should be adopted into the design
basis, i.e., the set of regulations adopted without regard to their cost which
establish the minimum level of adequate protection required for all nuclear power
plants. ... Thus, the values assigned to the cost-benefit analysis for Pilgrim

% 1d. at 7-8.

" Thompson Declaration; Gordon R. Thompson, Institute for Resource and Security Studies,
New arid Significant Information From the Fukushima Daiichi Accident in the Context of Future
Operation of the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant (June 1, 2011) [hereinafter Thompson Report].

8 Fukushima Contention at 8.
7 Motion to Admit and Reopen.

8 Fykushima Contention at 4 (emphasis added).
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SAMAs should be re-evaluated in light of the Task Force's finding that the value
of some SAMAs is so high that they should be required as a matter of course.”

The Commonwealth supports its Motion to Supplement with a second Declaration from Gordon
R. Thompson,®2 in which he raises matters respecting spent fuel pools and probabilities of both
severe accidents and spent fuel podl fires.®® He asserts, in relevant part, és follows (emphasis
added):

Each of [the Tagk Force’s twelve overarching] recommendations calls for action
that is new and significant in the context of future operation of the Pilgrim plant.
For example, Recommendation #7 (see page 46 of the Task Force report) calls
for enhanced instrumentation and water makeup capability for the spent-fuel pool
of each nugclear power plant (NPP) licensed by the NRC. These capabilities do
not now exist at the Pilgrim plant, and have the potential o reduce the risk of a
spent-fuel-poal fire at the plant. . . . '

There are at least two technical reasons why the Task Force recommendations
should be considered in the Pilgrim license extension proceeding. First, many of
the actions recommended in the Task Force report have plant-specific features,
and therefore require plant-specific regulatory attention. Second, as shown in
this declaration, the findings in the Task Force report call for substantial revision
of the Pilgrim-specific supplement to the NRC’s generic environmental impact
statement (GEIS) for license renewal of nuclear power plants, especially
Appendix G of that supplement. 1t is my understanding that completion of an
accurate, plant-specific supplement to the GEIS is required before a license
extension is granted. It is my further understanding that severe accident
mitigation alternatives (SAMAs) that are determined in that supplement to be
cost-effective must be implemented as a condition of license extension.

... When NPPs such as Pilgrim were designed, nuclear safety regulation was
founded on the principle that abnormal situations, such as accidents, would occur
within.a plant’s design basis. .Over time, analysis and operating experience
revealéd that the design basis originally adopted was inadequate, resulting in a
significant risk of fuel damage and radioactive release to the environment.
Piecemeal efforts to address this basic problem have led to the “pafchwork of
beyond-design-basis requirements and voluntary initiatives” described in the
Task Force report. Overarching Recommendation #1 in that report (see its page

- 8 Motion to Supplement at 5.

82 Declaration of Gordon R. Thompson Addressing New and Significant Information Provided by
the NRC's Near-Term Task Force Report on the Fukushima Accident (Aug. 11, 2011)
[hereinafter Thompson Supplemental Declaration].

8 E g.. id. 77 -6, 1112 to [l1-4.
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ix} is to establish a “logical, systematic, and coherent regulatory framework” to
replace the present patchwork.®

Drawing from his earlier report, Dr. Thompson states:

a. The Thompson 2011 report set forth . . . findings on six specific issues that are
directly relevant to license extension for the Pilgrim plant. information provided in
the Task Force report supports these findings, as shown.in the following
paragraphs.

. The first specific issue discussed in the Thompson 2011 report . . . was the
-probability of reactor core damage and radioactive release, accounting for
cumulative direct experience. The Thompson 2011 report found that, for the
purposes of SAMA analysis, direct experience provides an estimate of
probability that is more appropriate than licensee estimates derived from the use
of probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) technigues.®

The NRC Staff explains that the direct experience approach
“comput[es] the core damage frequency (CDF) for a particular plant (in this case,
Pilgrim) by taking the historical number of all core-damage events that have
occurred at all commercial nuclear plants, regardless of plant design and site

conditions, and dividing that number by the total number of years of Operation of
all commercial nudlear plants worldwide.”®®

In‘his report, Dr. Thompson asserts that his direct experience approach provides a
r_eality check for PRA estimates, which are known to be uncertain, and that it would be prudent
and responsible to assume, until Qroven otherwise, that a particular NPP has a core damage
frequency (CDF) as indicated by direct experience.” He further asserts that the burden of

proving that a particular NPP has a lower CDF falls to the licensee.®

5 |g. 7 I-8, 1-8, 1I-3. (emphasis added) (footnotes omitted).

v/ . .
% |d. 99 IH-1 to HI-2 (emphasis added). The “direct experience” approach is at the center of the
Commonwealth’s arguments.

¥ NRC Staff Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 9 (quoting id., Att., Affidavit of Dr, S. Tina
Ghosh in Support of the NRC Staff's Response to Massachusetts™ Motion to Admit New

Contention and Reopen to Admit New and Slgnl’r"cant Information (.June 27,2011) at 2-3
[hereinafter Ghosh Affidavit]).

¥ Thompson Report at 16.

% See id. at 17.
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In his supplemental declaration, Dr. Thompson also discusses the capability for
operators to mitigate an accident:

The second specific issue discussed in the Thompson 2011 report . .. was the
operators’ capability to mitigate an accident, and the effect of that capability on
the conditional probability of a spent-fuel-pool fire during a reactor accident. The
Thompson 2011 report set forth three findings on this issue. First, the operators’
capability to mitigate an accident at the Pilgrim NPP can be severely degraded in
the local environment created by a reactor accident. Second, the nuclear
industry’s recently-disclosed extensive damage mitigation guidelines (EDMGs)
are inadequate to address the range of core-damage and spent-fuel-damage
events that could occur at Pilgrim. Third, there is_a_substaniial conditional
probability of a spent-fusl-pool fire during a reactor accident at Pilgrim.®

Going on, Dr. Thompson recognizes that the Task Force report does not directly address
the statements of his report, but asserts the Task Force nonetheless, in effect, endorses his
findings:

The Task Force report does. not directly address the [three] findings [on
operators’ capability to mitigate an accident] .... However, Task Force
recommendations effectively endorse these findings. For example, implicit
endorsement of these findings is clearly evident in Task Force Recommendation
#7. ... Recommendation #7 calls for enhanced instrumentation and water
makeup capability for the spent-fusl pool of each nuclear power plant licensed by
the NRC. Pages 43-46 of the Task Force report provide details. The
recommended capabilities do not now exist at the Pilgrim plant.®

Dr. Thompson further asserts:

The fourth .specific issue discussed in the Thompson 2011 report ... was
hydrogen control. The Thompson 2011 report found that hydrogen explosions
similar to those experienced at Fukushima could occur at the- Pilgrim NPP.

Recommendations #5 and #8 in the Task Force report clearly support the
finding of the Thompson 2011 report on hydrogen conirol. Recommendation #5,
described at pages 39-41 of the Task Force report, calls for requirement of
reliable, hardened venting of the containment at each boiling-water-reactor
(BWR)_plant with a Mark | or Mark Il containment. The Pilgrim plant is a BWR
with a Mark | containment. Hydrogen control would be one of the major functions
of the recommended venting system. . It should be noted ... that hardened
venting systems at BWR plants have a variety of plant-specific design features.
Recommendation #6, described at pages 41-43 of the Task Force report, calls

® Thompson Supplemental Declaration  lll-4 (emphasis added).

% |d. § 11I-5 (emphasis added).
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for further investigation of hydrogen control as part of a longer-term review of the
Fukushima accident.

. .. The fifth specific issue discussed in the Thompson 2011 report . . . was the
probability of a spent-fuel-pool fire and radicactive release. accounting for
Fukushima direct expetience. . . . The Thompson 2011 report found that there is
a substantial conditional probability of a spent-fuel-pool fire during a reactor
accident at Pilgtim.*!

As discussed above,” for this new contention submitted by the Commonwealth to be
admitted, there are several legal thresholds to be passed: the requirements of 10 C.F.R. §
2.326; the requirements for a nontimely contention set ot in subsection (c) of 10 C.F.R. ‘

§ 2.309; and all of the requirements for an admissible contention under 10 C.F.R. §‘2.309(f)(1),
and, where the reopening requifements have been satisfied or are inapplicable, the
requirements of subsection (i) through (iii) of 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(7)(2)

Although the pleadings ére not organized to address these standards séparateiy, we
address them seriatim for élarity.

a. The Requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.326 Regarding Reopening a
Closed Record

The Commonwealth states, in its Motion to Admit, that it believes the standards set out
in 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(2)(i)-(iii} for the timely filing of contentions based on newly discovered
information govern admissibility of their contention because it believes the record of this
proceeding remains open and the contention is timely ﬁled.gs Neyertheless, it addresses the
reopening standards.

Entergy answers that the Commonwealth’s contention fails to satisfy any of the |
stahdards for reopening a closed record, asserting that it fails to }neet any of the requirements_in

10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a}(1)-(3) and that the supplied affidavit fails to satisfy the requirements of 10

1 |d. 1 I1-8 to 1i-10 (emphasis added).
%2 Supra Section I[(C).

% Motion to Admit at 2.
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C.F.R. § 2.326(0).* Similarly, Staff answers generally that this contention should be denied

. because it does not satisfy the standards for reopening a closed record, the Thompson Report
does not establish that information gleaned for the accident at Fukushima itself would materially
alter the Pilgrim SAMA analysis and the findings of the GEIS, or that they raise a significant,
environmental issue, or is timely.* .

- () is the motion timely under § 2.326(a)(1)?

"The Cémmonwealth begins with the assertion that the contention is timely because itis .
iaased upon new, not previously available information.®® The contention is based, asseris the
Commonwealth, upon new information from the Fukushima accident regarding the actual
bccurrence of radiological release rather than the probabilistic analysis used in the present
license -renewai application (LRA).” Referring to the Thompson Report, the Commonwealth
avers ’ghat new information is now available regérding the probability of core melt, station
blackout duration, thé effectiveness of mitigation measures (including the potential benefits of
filtered containment venting), and the import of spent fuel accidents.®®

Fﬁrther, argues the Commonwealth, the contention is timely submitted because it was
submitted ;'before the NRC hald] even published its initial findings about an accident that
continues to unfold.”®® The Commonwealth observes that “from a technical standpoint it would

have been preferable to wait for further developments before filing a contention,” but stated that

* Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 18.
% NRC Staff Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 2,

o0 Motion to Admit at 3.

7 1d.

% 1d. at 3 (citing Thompson Report at 14-18, 29).

% 1d, at 5.
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it filed its contention based‘on then-available information because a license renewal decision for -
‘the Pilgrim NPP may be imminent.'®
The Commonwealth summarizes the new and significant information as follows:

1. The experience of the Fukushima accident, taken together with the history of
other NPP accidents in the world, shows that the estimate of core damage
frequency relied on in Supp. 29 and the related SAMA analysis is unrealistically
low by an order of magnitude.

2. The experience of the Fukushima accident shows that the NRC's assumptions
about operators’ capability to mitigate an accident at the Pilgrim NPP are
uprealistically optimistic and that in fact, the operators’ capability to carry out
mitigative measures can be severely degraded in the accident environment.

a. Mitigative measures known as extensive damage mitigation guidefines
(EDMGs), which the NRC previously relied on in its Rulemaking Denial to
dismiss the Commonwealth’s concerns that spent fuel pool storage
impacts are insignificant, are clearly inadequate to address the range of
core-damage and spent-fuel-damage events that could occur at Pilgrim.

b. Given the demonstrated ineffectiveness of the mitigative measures relied
on by the NRC to conclude that spent fuel storage impacts are
insignificant, there is a substantial conditional probability of a spent-fuel-
pool fire during a reactor accident at Pilgrim.

c. Based on operators’ experience during the Fukushima -accident and a
review of the EDMGs that were publicly disclosed pursuant o the
Fukushima accident, the NRC's excessive secrecy regarding accident .
mitigation measures and the phenomena associated with- spent-fuel-pool
fires degrades the licensee’s capability to mitigate an accident at the
Pilgrim NPP. .

d. Based on the occurrence of hydrogen explosions at Fukushima NPPs
and on the reported experience of Fukushima operators with hydrogen
control systems, it appears likely that hydrogen explosions similar to
those experienced at Fukushima could occur at the Pilgrim NPP, and
therefore should be considered in the SAMA analysis.

e. Based on currently available information regarding damage to spent-fuel
pools and their support systems (for cooling, makeup, etc.), there appears
to be a substantial conditional probability of a spent-fuel-pool fire during a
reactor accident at Pilgrim. Therefore the NRC's previous rejection of the
Commonwealth’s concerns regarding the environmental impacts of high-
density pool storage of spent fuel has been refuted.

f. Based on the reported release of radioactive material to the atmosphere
from NPPs at Fukushima, it -appears likely that filtered venting of the

108 4d. at 5 (citing Thompson Declaration 14 and Thompson Report at 5-6). In this regard we
note the Commission's view, discussed above, that the pending renewal of a license is not a
reason to suspend licensing activities. See supra text accompanying note 32.
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Pilgrim reactor containment could substantially reduce the atmospheric
release of radioactive material from an accident at the Pilgrim NPP."™!

Staff avers that none of the reasons the Commonwealth provides satisfies the timeliness
criterion in 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(1) and because of ongoing efforts and the developing state of
information on the accident, the_. Commonwealth’s contention, as framed, is premature.'®
Moreover, asserts Sftaff, the lack of definitive information causes the claims to be in the nature
of speculation, and the Commonwealth-must raise issues that are “based on ‘more than mere

' allegations; it must be tantamount to evidence’ to overcome the strict requirements for
reopening a closed_record.”w?‘ Thus, Staff concludes, the Commonwealth’s’ attempts to litigate
the impact of the events of Fukushima are untimely because its contention largely relies, even
according to the Commonweélth, upon incomplete and undevelbped information.'™

Entergy assetts that all of the Commonwealth's claims and bases could have been
raised long ago, and that Fukushima prov_ided no materially new information with respect to
these claims.™® To support this assertion, Entergy challenges the “newness” of information
providing the_fouﬁdation for the “direct experience” information underlying the Commonwealth’s
challenge, arguing: ‘% '

Eirst, Dr. Thompson's CDF calculation ié not timely raised. If the CDF assumed i

by the Pilgrim SAMA analysis is “unrealistically low” after the Fukushima accident -

under Dr. Thompson's direct experience method, it was also unrealistically low

long before Fukushima. Under Dr. Thompson's reasoning, there were two core

melt accidents before Fukushima, Three Mile Island and Chernobyl. Two core
melt accidents over approximately 14,484 years of reactor operations results in a

101 Fukushima Contention at 6-7.

12 NRC Staff Opposition o Fukushima Contention at 13.

19 1d, at 14.

m4EL

105 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 21.

196 Because of the fundamental import of these arguments to our decision, we repeat Entergy’s -
response.nearly verbatim.
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“direct experience” CDF of approximately 1.4E-04 per reactor year, or
approximately four times higher than the CDF assumed in the Pilgrim SAMA. At
the time the Pilgrim LRA was submitted five years ago, there were approximately
2,200 fewer reactor years of operation experience than there are now (five years
multiplied by 440 operating units). Hence, at the time the initial opportunity for
heating was announced, the direct experience method would have revealed a
CDF of 1.65-04 per reactor year, or five times more than that assumed in the
Pilgrim SAMA analysis. Under Dr. Thompson's raticnale, the Pilgrim SAMA
analysis CDF has been deficient since the oufset of the proceeding, and
therefore Dr. Thompson's direct experience challenge to Pilgrim’s SAMA
analysis is not timely raised now.'®” |

Entergy goes on to discuss the Commonwealth’s renewed 'cIaims-respecting spent fuel
issues, asserting that nothing new or materially different regarding spent fuel issues is raised.'%®
Entergy notes that the Commonwealth raised the same issue in its appeal of the Commission’s
Ruleh‘lakin.g Denial to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit.™®

Entergy then argues that the Commonwealth’s claim that “excessive secrecy degrades
the iicenseé’s capability to mitigate an accident at the Pilgrim NPP” is a policy issue unrelated to
any SAMA or NEPA issue.""

As to hydrogen exp[osion iésues, Entergy providés affidavit support for the positién that
the potential for hydrogen explosions is not new, but rather has been recognized by the industry
since the Thrée Mile Island aécident, and regulations are in place to ensure that combustible
gases are controlled to minimize this potential.""" Further to the point, Entergy notes that Dr.

Thompson does not point out any respect in which he claims that the Pilgrim SAMA

07 1d, at 22-23.
08 |4 gt 2325,

109 |4 at 25 (citing Brief of Petitioners at 33-34, New York v. NRC, 589 F.3d 551 (2nd Cir. 2009)
(No. 08-3903-ag(L))).

110 14, at 25 (quoting Fukushima Contention at 7).

“1d. at 26 (citing id., Att., Declaration of Joseph R. Lynch, Lori Ann Potts, and Dr. Kevin R.
O’'Kula in Support of Entergy’s Answer Opposing Commonwealth Claims of New and Significant
Information Based on Fukushima [ 76 [hereinafter Lynch, Potts, and O'Kula Declaration] and 10
C.F.R. § 50.44).

ADD-165



Case(ls4772-17DDcubentifeht 64621 85ge F2ak: 2dDate Bikd: AilASL028/20 Entry EDEERHED3523

-0 -

- inadequately considered hydrogen explosions.'? Thus, argues Entergy, there is no new or
materially different information from Fukushima that was not already accounted for in the Pilgrim
SAMA analysis.''®

Finally, En‘tergy points out that the installation of a filtered direct tor‘us vent (DTV) was
considered in Pilgrivm'sS-AMA analysis and subsequent responses to NRC requests for
additional information, and that the accidents at Fukushima have revealed no new or materially
different information not already considered in Pilgrim's SAMA analysis.'* |

* Addressing the alternative means to satisfy Sectioh 2.326(a)(1), the Commonwealth
asserts its contention presents an exceptionally grave issue for three reasons:

Eirst, the Fukushima accident shows that a severe reactor and/or spent-fuel-pool
accident is significantly more likely than estimated or assumed in the NRC’s
current environmental analyses for the Pilgrim NPP. Second, the experience of
the Fukushima accident shows that the accident mitigation measures relied on by
the NRC are inadequate to prevent the type of catastrophic damage at Pilgrim
that has occurred at Fukushima. Finally, the Fukushima accident shows how
corrosive and debilitating to accident responders is the high level of secrecy that
the NRC has maintained with respect to accident mitigation measures, thereby

~ contributing to the use of ineffective measures at Fukushima. Accident mitigation
measures (excluding sensitive, site-specific details) should be subject to public -
scrutiny in an appropriate environmental review process, which inciudes those
with primary emergency responsibilities such as the Commonwealth, in order to
ensure that they are known to emergency personnel and have been adequately
evaluated for effectiveness.'*®

En.tergy answers that, because exceptionally grave is interpreted to mean "a sufficiently
grave threat to public safety,” since the Commenwealth’s contention does not regard any safety

issue but seeks only revised environmental analyses in light of the purportedly new information,

i12 Id.
18 |, (citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration 14 79-88).
114 |d. {citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration ] 92-99).

15 Motion to Admit and Reopen at 10-11 (emphasis added) (citing Thompson Declaration ] 15
and Thompson Report).
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there is nothing in the Fukushima Contention that can be characterized as exceptionally
grave.'’®

(i) Does the motion address a significant safety or
environmental issua?

Addressing the requirements of Section 2.326(a)(2), the Commonwealth asserts the
~ contention g’aiées a significant en\(ironmentai issue for the same reasons that it presents an
exceptionally grave issue: the Fukushima accident shows that (1) the Pilgrim environmental
analyses underestimates the likelihood of a severe reactor and/or spent fuel poo! accident; (2)
the NRC is relying on inadequaté acc_ident mitigation measures; and (3) the NRC’s high level of
secrecy about accident mitigation measures debilitates accident responders. '’

As to the specific assertion that a significant environmental issue was raised, Entergy
refers us to the standard adopted by the‘ Commission that “the allegedly new and significant
information must ‘paint a seriously different picture of the environmental landscape.”'™® Entergy -
asserts that bare assertions and speculation do not supply the requisite support to satisfy the
Section 2.326 standards.; i.e., a mere showing that changes fo the SAMA analysis results are
possible or likely or probable- is not enough,“g Entergy asserts that the Commonwealth’s own
pleadings (‘likely to affect’ and “may prave to be;‘) ‘de;nohstrate its assertions are speculative.'®

Entergy explains that Dr. Thompson’s declaration is also speculative and void of connection to

. '"®Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 27.

"7 Motion to Admit and Reopen at 10 (citing Thompson Declaration § 15 and Thompson
Report). )

"8 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 28 (quoting Private Fuel -
Storage, L.L.C. (Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation), CLI-06-03, 63 NRC 19, 28 (2006)
[hereinafter Private Fuel Storage II]).

"9 14, (quoting Amergen Energy Company, LLC (Oyster Creek Nudlear Generating Station),
CLI-09-7, 69 NRC 235, 287 (2009) and AmerGen Energy Company, LLC (Oyster Creek Nuclear
Generating Station), CLI-08-28, 68 NRC 658, 670, 674 (2008) [hereinafter Oyster Creek I1).

120 |d. at 28-29 (quoting Fukushima Contention at 5, 9) (emphasis added by Entergy).
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- the Pilgrim SAMA analysis or the Pilgrim Environmental Report.”* Like Entergy, Staff avers the
motion to reopen the record should be denied for failing to satisfy 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(2);'* the
Commonwealth has not

demonstrated that the . . . contention raises a significant environmental issue. . . .
Because [the Commonwealth’s] claims challenge the GEIS and the SAMA
analysis, which is a part of the NRCs environmental review, the ... contention
raises an environmental issue.”

Noting that there is no precise definition of the level of issue necessary to be “significant,” Staff
asserts the proper standard can be determined by analogy to an Appeal Board decision
regarding the‘signiﬁcance of safety qontentions stating that to demonstrate a significant safsty
issue, “peﬁtioners ‘must establish either thét‘ uncorrected . . . errors endanger safe plant
operation, or that there has been a breakdown of the quality assurance. program sufficient fo
raise legitimate doubt as to the plant's capability of being operated éafely.””z“ Based on this
logic, Staff states:

The Thompson Report discusses none of the site specific risks at Pilgrim that are
discussed in the FSEIS and lacks sound, technical analyses that compare the
site characteristics of the Pilgrim and Fukushima plants. . .. Consequently, fthe
Commonwealth] cannot claim, based on the evenis at Fukushima, that the
Pilgrim plant presents a unique threat to public health and safety.

[The Commonwealth] also has not shown that the issue it seeks to raise
constitutes a significant environmental issue that requires the Board to make an
exception and re-open a closed record. [The Commonwealth] seeks to ensure
compliance. with NEPA. But, the courts have often observed that NEPA is a
procedural statute that does not mandate any particular results. . . .

In fact, Dr. [S. Tina] Ghosh and Dr. Nathan Bixler recently explained in a June 6,
2011 affidavit, in response to Pilgrim Watch’'s request for hearing on a new
SAMA contention, “that the SAMA analysis is not a safety analysis; it is a cost-

121 1g, at 29.
122 NRC Staff Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 13.
122 1d. at 10.

124 14 at 10-11 (quoting Public Service Company: of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units 1
“and 2), ALAB-940, 32 NRC 225, 243 (1990)).
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benefit analysis for the purpose of identifying cost-beneficial mitigation
alternatives that existing plant examinations missed.” Thus, the SAMA analysis
has no direct safety or environmental significance.'

The Commonwealth, in its Reply, responds:

The Staff's position that SAMAs are legally insignificant is incorrect as a matter of
law. As the Council on Envircnmental Quality recognizes, consideration of
alternatives “is the heart of the environmental impact statement.” Consistent with
NEPA's requirement fo consider alternatives, the NRC's Severe Reactor
Accidents Policy Statement commits the Commission to “take all reasonable
steps to reduce the ¢hances of occurrence of a severe ageident involving
substantial damage to the reactor core and to mitigate the consequences of such
an accident should one oceur.” . . .

Moreover, the Staff misses the point of the Commonwealth’s contention, which is
that new information shows the existence of previously unconsidered accident
vilnerabilities that increase the environmental impacts of re-licensing Pilgrim and
therefore the outcome of the cost-benefit analysis of alternatives. The
Fukushima accident brings severe accident statistics worldwide to a level which
is well above the generally accepted goals for nuclear safety of no more than one
accident per 100,000 reactor year.!

Responding to the Staff's use of the word “unique,” the Commonwea]th argues

NEPA contains no requ1rement that environmental impacts must be particular to a facility
in order to be worthy of consideration in an EIS. The only relevant question is whether
the experience of the Fukushima accident shows that the potential for a severe accident
at the Pilgrim nuclear plant is significantly greater than previously considered in the
environmental analyses for Pilgrim — and the Commonwealth has met that standard of
proof, based upon expert testimony and the NRC’s own past practice and
pronouncements on the significance of direct experience to evaluate risk."

(ili) Does the motion demenstrate that a materially difierent
result would be or would have been likely had the newly
proffered evidence been censidered initially?

And, finally, as to the requiréments of 2.326(a)(3), the Commonwealth asserts that a
materially different result would be likely because the NRC would have considered a

much broader and more rigorous array of severe accident mitigation alternatives ‘
~ (SAMAs) than have been previously considered, including systems for hydrogen

125 1d. at 12 (citations omitted).
128 Reply for Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 7-8 (intemal citations omitted).

27 14, at 9.

ADD-169



- Case:(s4772-17DDcuectrodnt 64862 185ge F2aye: 2Date Bile: Ailas2028/20 Bntry EDt56E8BED3523

-33-

control, containment venting, and replacement of high-density spent fuel storage
racks with low-density, open-frame racks.™®

Entergy and the NRC Staff aver that the contention fails to demonstrate that a materially
diffe_ren’t.result would‘ be obtained had the asserted new information been considered ab initio. '
Entergy notes that the Commonwealth has a “déeliberatively heavy” burden to demonstrate that
a materially different re.sult would be likely, and that is it hot sufficient simply to raise an issue:
"Rather, 'longstanding agency practice hold[s] that a party seeking fo reopen a closed record fo
introduce a newissue . . . must back its claim with enough evidence to withstand summary
disposition when measured against its opponent's contravening evidence.”'®® Entergy points
out that "no reopening of the evidentiary hearing will be requiréd if the documents submitted in

response to the motion demonstrate that there is no genuine unresolved issue of fact.”¥!
Entergy’s asserts its experts’ declaration “shows that there is no genuine unresolved issue of
material fact.”**

Staff and Entergy assert that their experts’ declarations refute Dr. Thompson’s claim that

direct expetience shows that “the licensee has underestimated the baseline CDF [(core damage

128 potion to Admit and Reopen at 11 (mtmg Thompson Declaration [ 16 and Thompson Report
§ Vi),

129 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 31; NRC Staff Opposition to
‘Fukushima Contention at 8.

130 Entergy Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 30 (quoting Private Fuel Storage, L.L.C.
(Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation), CLI-05-12, 61 NRC 345, 348 (2005) [hereinafter
Private Fuel Storage ).

131 |4, at 30-31 (quoting Private Fuel Storage |, CLI-05-12, 61 NRC at 350).

¥2 id. at 31.
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frequency)] of the Pilgrim plant by an order of magnitude.”™® Entergy asserts its experts’
declaration explicitly demonstrates that Dr. Thompson's “direct experience” method

is not a scientifically accepted approach because it has no basis in logic, has
never been used to calculate a CDF, and violates fundamental precepts of PRA
developed and used throughout the nuclear industry, including regulation by the
NRC. ... [andl is inherently invalid in that it does not provide an appropriate:
statistical basis for calculating the CDF for Pilgrim.’*

Entergy elaborates that

Dr. Thompson's direct experience CDF method directly contradicts fundamental
precepts of PRA developed and used throughout the nuclear industry, including

- regulation by the NRC for the past 36 years. Under well-astablished NRC
precedent, practice and regulatory guidance, PRAs are based on specific reactor
and containment design, operating procedures, and site considerations for
evaluating overall vulnerabilities, establishing prioritization of potential
improvements, and for purposes of making risk-informed decisions. Utilizing
design-specific and site-specific information is critical to obtain meaningful resuls -
because many nuclear plants have significant differences in design and siting
that directly affect the probability of a core damage event. Dr. Thompson's direct
experience CDF method would nevertheless establish one CDF for all plants with -
no distinction for design and site differences. Dr. Thompson's method ignores
and fails fo take info account plant-unique site conditions, plant design, support
system dependencies, plant maintenance procedures, plant operating
procedures, operator training, and the dependencies all of which directly affect
and influence the CDF estimate for a specific plant.™

The Staff's expert, Dr. Ghosh, also criticizes the direct experience method because it
“doas not consider that each power plant has different risks that are based on the design of the
plant, the site location, and site geography among other things.”"*® The Staff also points out that

Dr. Thompson does not discuss any of that in depth.'

133 NRG Staff Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 8 (quoting Thompson Report at 17); see
also Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 31 (citing Thompson
Report at 17). '

134 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 31 (citing Lynch, Potts, and
O’Kula Declaration {Jy] 16-18, 33-34). _

136 |d. at 31-32 (citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration {[f] 18-24).
+ ™8 NRC Staff Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 9 (citing Ghosh Affidavit at 2).

187 14,
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Entergy concludes that

[a]pplied to the facts and circumstance here, Dr. Thompson's direct experience
€DF method would have Pilgrim and all other plants arbitrarily increase their
CDF even though they may never be subject to a tsunami nor, if subject, may be
able to mitigate the event so as to suffer no core damage.

For similar reasons, Dr. Thompson's direct experience method is inherently
inadequate to estimate the CDF for Pilgrim in that it does not provide a sufficient
or appropriate statistical basis for doing so. ... The inappropriateness of using
Dr. Thompson’s direct experience method for -catculating the CDF is highlighted
by the fact that none of the five core-melt data points in Dr. Thompson’s
database are applicable to Pilgrim.™®

The Staff also points out:

[Tihe contention, as framed by [the Commonwealth], raises issues that either
were previously considered and rejected by the Board and the Commission or
were found to not demonstrate that there would be a materially different result if
the events of Fukushima are considered. The Staff has already censidered
spent fuel pool accidents similar to the events referenced in [the
Commonwealth’s] Contention, and those results have been represented in the
GEIS. Nothing known about the FDNPP accident indicates a significant
environmental impact not previously considered in the GEIS. Therefore, issues 2
(“operator actions”), 3 ("secrecy”), and 5 (“spent fuel pool fires") are not subject to
legal challenges under the re-opening and contention admissibility rules.'®

Turning to the Commonwealth's assertions about spent fuel pool accidents,'* Entergy,
relying upon, and citing to as relevant, its experts’ affidavits, asserts that there again, the
‘Commonwealth has failed to demonstrate that a materially different result would be likely had
their allegedly new and significant information been considered initially, and that Entergy’s

Declaration shows that there is no genuine unresolved issue of material fact."’

% Entergy Answér to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 34-35 (citing Lynch, Potts,
and O’Kula Declaration at {[ 23).

39 NRC Staff Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 7-8 (intemal footnotes and citations
omitted).

140 Notwithstanding our denial of the Commonwealth’s requested waiver of our spent fuel pool
accident exclusionary regulations, we address these matters here for completeness.

1 See Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 31, 36-40. '
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Regarding hydrogen generation, the NRC Staff continues:

Next, the Thompson Report asseris that generation of hydrogen during a reactor
accident is a problem and discusses the flaws associated with Mark | reactor
containments. Though Dr. Thompson attempts to draw comparisons that “the
Pilgrim NPP and the NPPs involved in the Fukushima accident each have a low-
volume, pressure-suppression containment[,”] the analysis stops- short of
analyzing how this genera] design observation would matarially alter the current
Pilgrim SAMA analysis. .

The report lacks any detailed discussion of how the Mark | reactor containment -
design at Fukushima is similar or different from the design at the Pilgrim plant,
the site-specific risks and hazards at the Pilgrim plant, or how the operation at
Fukushima and Pilgrim might differ. In addition, while Dr. Thompson concludes
in the report that “filtered venting of containment should be considered in a re-
done SAMA analysis for Pilgrim,” the report ignores the FSEIS discussion
identifying filtered vents as one of the candidate SAMAs.*?

Entergy argues that Dr. Thompson’s claims that hydrogen explosions experienced at
Fukushima could be replicated at the Pilgrim plant, and that the potential for such explosions
has not been adequately considered in Piigrim’s SAMA analysis, that containment venting and
other hydrogen control systems at Pilgrim should be upgraded, and that the plant should be.
modified to use pas_,sive mechanisms as much as possible, are not justified in light of what
actually occurred at Fukushima.™® Entergy avers that Dr. Thompson “nowhere references or

~ addresses the Pilgrim SAMA analysis’s extensive consideration of hydrogen explosions, let
alone provide[s] any explanation of how any of it is inadequate.”"** Referrin.g extensively fo its
experts’ Declaration, Entergy observes that the potential for hydrogen explosions is not new
information;‘ both design features and regulations are in place at Pilgrim to control hydrogen

generation and to prevent hydrogen explosions within the primary containment.'® In particular,

2 NRC Staff Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 9—10 (intemal footnotes and citations
omitted).

% Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 41.
144 _I_d_

"5 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 42 (citing Lynch, Potts, and
O’'Kula Declaration ] 76). ,
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the Pilgrim primary containment is inert, i.e., filled with non-combustible nitrogen gas, and
Pifgrirh’s procedures for containment venting assure that sufficient hydrogen does not
accumulate within the primary containment.*® For example, based on the data from
Fukushima, Entergy states that the Pilgrim venting procedures would require vénting of the
primary containment long before that action was undertaken at Fukushima.**’ n further
contrast to the events at Fukushima, Entergy points ouf that, "[a]t Pilgrim the authority to vent .
thé containment rests with the control room Shift Manager, rather thén a government official, as
appears to have been the case at Fukushima.”™® Moreover, states Entergy,

the potential for hydrogen explosions within either the primary or secondary
containments has been fully considered in the Pilgrim SAMA analysis.
Specifically, hydrogen explosion within the primary containment is considered a
credible mechanism for early primary containment failure, which considers the
potential loss of containment integrity at or before reactor pressure vessel
failure. 1 ‘

Entergy observes that

Table E.1-5 of the Environmental Report specifically identifies a functional event
node that considers failure of the primary containment vessel due to hydrogen
explosion, Several collapsed accident progression bins ("CAPBs”), which
represent the consequence radioactive source terms that are used to evaluate
postulated accident consequences in the SAMA analysis, include accident
sequences in which early containment failure occurs. Thus, hydrogen explosion

_is considered in these CAPBs. Similarly, the potential for hydrogen explosion in
the reactor building has been considered, because the SAMA analysis considers
the ability of the reactor building to retain fission products released from
containment."*

148 |d, (citing Lynch, Potts, and o'Kufé Declaration 1 76-77).
Y 1d, (cit.ing Lynch, Potts, and O'Kula Declaration [ 77).
148 |d. (citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration [ 77).
49 1d, (citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration {[f] 79-88).

150 |d. at 42-43 (citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration {if] 83, 85-87).
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Entergy points out that Dr. Thompson “nowhere references, discusses, or otherwise disputes

the means by which hydrogen explosion are already considered in the Pilgrim SAMA

analysis.”"®’

‘Entergy asserts that, as demonstrated in a report prepared by the Government of Japan
on the Fukushirh_a accident (the Japanese Government Report) and confirmed by the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Mission Report on Fukushima, it is clear that the
Fukushima hydrogen explosions occurred in the reactor buildings, or secondary containments,‘
of Units 1 and 3."%2 Entergy points out that “[tjhis distinction is important because the primary
containment is the robust concrete-reinforced steel structure designed to _contain radioactive
releases from any damage to the reactor vessel.”'® At Fukushima Units 1 and 3, Eﬁtergy

states,

although the leakage pathways have not been identified, hydrogen and
radioactive material leaked info the secondary containment and then exploded.
The result is that some gases that were intended to be released into the
environment first collected in the reactor building and then were released into the
environment with the explosion.'**

Entergy states that “[t]his sequence of evénts stands in stark contrast to what could have

oceutred had the primary containments themselves suffered catastrophic failures from hydrogen

explosions.”'%®

51 Id. at 43 (citing Lynch, Potts, and O'Kula Declaration 1 88).

152 |d, at 41 (citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration, Exh. 4, Nuclear Emergency Response
Headquarters, Government of Japan, Report of Japanese Government to the IAEA Ministerial
Conference on Nuclear Safety — The Accident at TEPCO’s Fukushima Nuclear Power Stations
(June 2011) [hereinafter Japanese Government Report] and Lynch, Potts, and O'Kula
Declaration, Exh. 5, Michael Weightman et al., [AEA International Fact Finding Expert Mission
of the Fukushima Dai-lchi NPP Accident Following the Great East Japan Earthquake and
Tsunami (May 24-June 2, 2011) [hereinafter IAEA Report]).

183 |d. at 41-42 (citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration ] 73).
184 14, at 42 (citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration § 73).

155 1d. (citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration ] 73).
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Further, Entergy asserts that Dr. Thompson's claims regarding the alleged secrecy of
mitigative measures do not concem either NEPA or SAMA analysis, and are therefore not

pertinent here.'®®

‘ (iv) Is the motion supported by an expert affidavit?

' Thé_ Commonwealth asserts, addressing the requirement for an expert affidavit set out in
Section 2.326(b), that its motion is supported by the declaration of an expert, Dr. Thompson,
that sets forth the factual and/or technical bases for the Commonwealih’s claims that the criteria
of 10 C.FR § 2.326(a) have been satisfied." The Commonwealth further asserts that the
Thompsoﬁ Supplemental Declaration also sets forth those bases.'™

Entergy disagreeé, asserting that the Commonwealth's contention is not supported by
the requisite expert affidavit, noting that 10 C.F.R; § 2.326(b) requires that a supporting affidavit
“be given by competent individuals with knpwledgé_df the facts alleged, or by experts in .the
disciplines appropriate to the issues raised.”™® Referring us to the principle that the party
sponsoring a witness has the burden of demonstrating his or her expertise, Entergy asserts that
Dr. Thompson's “Declaration and Curriculum Vitae fail to show that he has the requisite
education, training, skill, or experience in the operation of a nuclear power plant or in PRA . ..

to support [the] Commonwealth’s Contention.”'®°

158 |d. at 40.
157 Motion to Admit and Reopen at 12 (citing Thompson Declaration and Thompson Report).
1% Motion to Supplement at 11.

% Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 18 (quoting 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.326(b)); Entergy Opposition to Motion to Supplement at 20 n.17 (quoting 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.326{h)).

190 Entargy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 18-19 (quoting Pacific Gas
and Electric Company (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-410, 5 NRC
1398, 1405 (1977)).
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Entergy avers that Dr. Thompson's “simplistic’ method for calculating CDF entirely
disregards the detailed design-, plant type-, and site-specific PRA analysis that ideﬁtifies
initiating events and their likelihood of potentially leading to core damage used to establish the
161

CDF, subsequent reactor containment release, and environmental release conditions.

b. ‘The Requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(c)

As to being based upon information which was not previously available, the
Commonwealth alleges it demonstrates the Fukushima accident has produced new and
signiﬁcant information (which it has detailed as we noted above) and that “the risk of core melt
accident[s] is an order of magnitude higher than estimated in Supp, 29 of the License Renewal
GEIS.”"®

They also assert that “the Fukushima accident conclusively showed that the types of
mitigative measures that the NRC relied on . . .l were ineffective to stop the progression of a very
serious spent fuel pool accident,”'® but note that “[wlhile affirmative evidence of a podl fire has
not emerged at this writing, nothing about the accident has contrgdicted Dr. Thompson’s view
that the Pilgrim spent fuel poses a serious risk of fire if water is lost from the pool.”**

As to the requirement that the information on whicﬁ the 'contention is based is méteriaiiy
different than information previous[y available, the Commonwealth asserts (referriné to the

Thompson report at 14-18) a material difference because their new contention “is based

primarily on the actual occurrence and experience of a radioclogical accident, as contrasted with

' |d. at 19 (citing Lynch, Potts, and O’Kula Declaration ] 24-28).

82 Ekushima Contention at 2. The Commonwealth also asserts that the accident confirmed
the Commonwealth’s previously aired concerns that spent fuel pools present unacceptable
environmental risks. Id.

3 14 at 2-3.

164 |d, at 2 (citing Thompson Report at 26-27).
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preaictionsof-the behavior of an accident based on probabilistic risk assessment.”'® The
Commonwealth then concludes that “the experience of the Fukushima accident provides new
insights into the probability of reactor core melt events, the potential duration of station
blackouts, the effectiveness of mitigative measures, and the behavior of spent fuel pools under
accident conditions.”®

And, ﬁnally, thé Commonwealth asserts that because the releases from Fukushima are
ongoing, the NRC is studying the information and the practice of the NRC is to consider filings
made within 30 days of an event timely, this filing is timely."

Addressing the requirements of 2.309(c), the Commonwealth argues that it satisfies the
first and- mést important factor — “good cause” — because it "filed the contention while
information is still being released about the accident, and within the same time fréme asthe
NRC's initial study of the implications of the Fukushima accident.”™® As to ofher factors (all of
which are addressed by the Commonwealth), we note that, afs to the requirement of 10 C.F.R.

§ 2.309(c){1)(vii), the Comrﬁonwealth states that “while the Commonwealth’s participation may
‘broaden or delay the proceedihg‘. .., this factor may not be relied on to exclude the contention,
because the NRC has a non-discretionary duty to consider new and significant information that

. arises before it makes its licensing decisions.”'®®

195 \otion to Admit and Reopen at 3 (citing Thompson Report at 14-18).

166 ]d

187 |d, at 4-5.

188 11, at 6.

189 |d, at 8 (citing Marsh v. Oregon Natural Res. Council, 490 U.S. 360 (1989)).
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Entergy .answers that Commonwealth has not demonstrated gobd cause for its late filing
and the balancing of the remaining factors of Section 2.309(c) does not overcome that féi!ing.m :
Entergy explains that this failure is for the same reasons the contention is not timely under
-Sections_2.326(a)(1) and 2.309(f)(2) and that the information available from the‘Fukus',hima
accident is insufficient grounds for lateness."" Noting that the Commission grants considerable
weight to the seventh and eighth factors in performing the balancing of the remaining factors,
Entergy observes that: “With regard to the seventh factor, adding a new contention will, without
a doubt; signiﬁcanﬂy delay and broaden this proceeding, which is already into its sixth year.
'lndeed,'the Commonwealth concedes the point.”"? Similarly, Entergy takes the position that
;thé eighth factor also weighs against admission because, it asserts, Dr. Thompson ‘“is not
qualified to opine on the issues raised concerning nuclear operations and PRA analysis.”'"®
-Further, Entergy asserts it has demonstrated that "no materially different result would be likely
were the Commonwealth's claims considered.”™ Thus Entergy asseris that this contention fails
to sé‘tisfy the requirements for admissibility of nontimely contentions. ™

Staff discussed timeliness in its response to the Section 2.326(a)(i) requirements.”® The

essence of Staff's argument is that, because the information is still developing and incomplete

70 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 54. Entergy also addresses
the requirements of Section 2.309(7)(2). Id. at 21-22.

7 1d. at 55.

"2 1d. at 56 (citing Motion to Admit and Reopen at 8).
7 1d, at 57.

744,

75 See id,

78.NRC Staff Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 13-16,
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(by the Commdnwealth’s own admission), it is premature to bring this contention and it is

therefore not timely. '

In addition, Staff addresses, in part, the requirements of 2.309(c), although it does not
address the dominant "good cause” factor. Staff avers, as to the seventh factor thé’c

though the Commission does not afford 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(c)(1}(vii) the same
amount of weight as the good cause factor, the Commission has placed a
significant amount of weight on this factor due to the “policy of expediting the
handling of license renewal applications — which rests on the lengthy lead time
necessary to plan available sources of electricity.” Granting a petition to reopen
the record and adding a new contention would “necessarily broaden the issues

. and delay the proceeding” thus requiring “the reopening [of] a closed
administrative adjudicatory record.” The Commission found § 2.309(c)(1)(vii) to
weigh against the petiticner.

. .. [Furthermore] the information relied on by [the Commonwealth’s] Contention

is incomplete and raises spent fuel pool accident claims that have already been . ‘
rejected. The impact of the events at Fukushima on the Commission’s palicies,
procedures and regulations are unknown at this time and a full repert by the NRC

Task Force addressing this guestion is imminent. These issues are neot
susceptible to resolution in an individual license renewal proceeding and could

reach a result that is ultimately inconsistent with the Commission’s response to
Fukushima.

Assuming [the Commonwealth] was allowed to litigate the .. . Contention, the
Board would be forced to significantly delay the dlose of this proceeding and set
a second, later schedule for litigation of this new contention that would need to
address broad policy and legal issues. Without adequate justification, this
scenario runs afoul of the Commission's policy of expediency in these types of
proceedings. Thus, the addition of the . . . Contention would broaden the issues
and unjustifiably delay the proceeding. :

Regarding the eighth factor, [the Commonwealth] could neot contribute to the
development of a sound record for the same reasons that it could not satisfy the
seventh factor. And, contrary to [the Commonwealth’s] arguments on this factor,
Dr. Thompson’s report does not demonstrate with sufficient detail how the events
at Fukushima would materially alter the current Pilgrim SAMA analysis nor has
the report identified additional cost-beneficial SAMAs.  Therefore,  [the
Commonwealth's] participation would neot contribute fo the development of a
sound record."® .

7 See id. at 13-14.

78 4. at 17-19 (internal citations omitted).
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Therefore, asserts Staff, “by failing to present a compelling showing on the seventh and
eighth factor, [the Commonwealth] has not satisfactorily met the eight factor balancing test,” and
the Motion should be denied."™®

c.  The Requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(A(1)

The Commonﬁealth provided the requisite statement of law or fact to be controverted,'®
gnd supplies the Thompson Declaration, the Thompson Supplemental Declaration and the
" Thompson Report which go toward satisfaction of the requirements of 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.309((1)(i). ™"
As regards the requirements for an admissible contention under 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.309(f)(1)(iii}), the Commonwealth asserts the contention is within the scope of this
proceeding because it “seeks compliance with a legal requirement for the re-licensing of the
Pilgrim NPP, ﬁ, consideration of new and significant information that could have an effect on
the outcome of the environmental analysis for the Pilgrim NPP, 18
As regards theb requirements for an admissible contention under 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.309(f)(1)(iv), the Commonwealth asserts that the contention is material to the findings the
VNRC must make because "some previously rejected or ignored SAMAs may prove to be cost
- effective in light of the experience of the Fukushima accident."'®
As rega'rds the requirements for ah admissible contention under 10 C.FR.

§ 2.309(H(1)(iv) — (vi), the Commonwealth asserts that there is a genuine dispute of material .

" fact because Dr. Thompson's declarations and report

179 1d, at 19.

180 See 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(0(1)().

181 \otion to Admit and Reopen at 8.
182 Id.

8319, at 9.
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demonstrate[] — either conclusively or provisionally — that the environmental
impacts of re-licensing the Pilgrirn NPP are significantly greater than estimated or
assumed by the license applicant and the NRC. Therefore the environmental
impact analysis for the Pilgrim NPP should be re-evaluated and the SAMA
analysis should be revised to consider mitigative measures that prewous[y may
have been ignored or rejected.”™

Entergy answers that the Commonwealth’s confention fails to satisfy the criteria for an
admissible contention.”® To begin, Entergy asserts that Dr. Thompson has not provided the
necessary support for the contention to satisfy the reguirements of Section 2.309(f)(1)(v) that
the petition must provide a concise statement of the alleged facts of expert opinions that support
the pefitioner's position. ™ Ir this regard, in addition to the challenges earlier set out by Entergy
to the qualifications of Dr. Thompson and to t‘he sﬁbstance of his report, Entergy asserts:

First, as previously discussed, the Commonwealth has failed to meet its burden
to demonstrate that Dr. Thompson is competent to address the claims raised in.
his Report concerning nuclear operations, SAMAs, and PRA analysis. Without
expert support for its assertions, the Commonwealth’s Contention is not viable:

Further, the Thompson Report lacks reference to any source or support for the
factual assertions and opinions contained therein. Specifically, Dr. Thompson’s
“direct experience” CDF calculation is not supported by any source or reference.
Despite Dr. Thompson’s proclamation that “[tihe probability of severe core
damage and an accompanying radioactive release can be estimated in two
ways[,]” he provides no reference or citation to any scientific report, study,
analysis, peer—reviewed scientific journal article, or any other document of any
type to support his bald claim. Dr. Thompson's methodology has never been
used for calculating a CDF for PRA applications and is not a scientificaily
accepted approach. Under well-established NRC precedent, practice and
regulatory guidance, PRAs aré based on specific reactor and containment

~ design, operating procedures, and site considerations for evaluating overall
vulnerabilities, establishing prioritization of potential improvements, and for
purposes of making risk-informed decisions. Dr. Thompson’s methodology is
novel, fails to adhere to any NRC practice and regulatory guidance, fails to
account for operating procedures, and fails to fake into account site and design
differences. In fact, the Report fails to rely on or cite to any legitimate support, -
practice or procedure whatsoever. ™

184 1d. at 10.
185 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 57-58.
188 14, at 59.

197 14, at 59-60 (infernal citations and footnotes omitted).
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Indeed, Entergy further asserts, citing specific examples regarding consideration of hydrogen
. explosions and implementation of filtered vented containment) in the present LRA, that the
contention fails to demonstrate the existence of a genuine dispute because:
Despite its numerous claims that the SAMA analysis needs to be redone, the
Contention makes no reference or citation to the Pilgrim LRA and the SAMA
analysis purportedly challenged here. Under the NRC’s Rules of Practice, “a
protestant does not-become entitled to an evidentiary hearing merely on request,
or on a bald or conclusory allegation that such a dispute exists. The protestant

must make a minimal showing that material facts are in dispute, thereby
demonstrating that an ‘inquiry in depth’ is appropriate.”'™

Next, Entergy asserts (and, as we noted above, we agree) that all portions of the contention
addressing issues regarding spent fuel pools are outside the scope of this proceeding, and
therefore those portions fail to satisfy the requirements of 2.309(f}(1)(iii)."® Also outside the
scope of this proceeding, Entergy asserts, are challenges to the current licensing basis set out
in the Commonwealth's assertions that “potentially cost beneficial SAMAs be incorporated into
the plant's design basis; Pilgrim’e spent fuel poo! be equipped with low density, open-framed
racks; and Pilgrim’s DTV, be equipped with filtered venting using passive mechanisms.”®

As to Commonwealth’s secrecy claim, Entergy avers that the claim fails to satisfy the
requirements of 10 C.F.R § 2.309(f)(1)(iv) because it *fails to demonstrate how public disclosure
of the mitigative measures put in place after September 11 (referred to also as the EDMG’s) is

material to the findings the NRC must make” regarding the requested l:cense renewal !

Entergy points out that “[t]he Commonwealth cites no regulation or other basis showing that

188 1d. at 62-64 (citation omitted).

182 1. at 60-61. The Commission stated in CLI-10-11: “Pilgrim Watch raises numerous new
claims relating to spent fuel pool fires, and argues that the SAMA analysis is deficient for failing
to address potential spent fuel pool accidents. These claims fall beyond the scope of NRC
SAMA analysis and impermissibly challenge our regulations.” CLI-10-11, 71 NRC at __ {slip op.
at 33) (internal citations and footnotes omitted).

190 1d. at 61 (citing Thompson Report at 17-18, 25-26, 28-29).

19114, at 62.
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public disclosure of EDMGs is material to license renewal,” and asserts that “public disclosure of

the EDMG's is irrelevant to NEPA and ceftainly has no impact on the outcome of the SAMA

analysis.”'%

Staff answers that the contention does not satisfy the requirements of 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.309(f)(1)(iii) ("[d]lemonstrate that the issue raised in the contention is within the sc;)pe of the
proceeding”), (iv) ("[d]emonstraté . . . the contention is material to the findings the NRC must
make”), and (vi) (“provide sufficient information to show that a genuine dispute exists with the

applicant/licensee on a material issue of law or fact").’® Staff also asserts that .
[The Commonwealth] relies on the Thompson Report to challenge the
Commission’s previous findings excluding issues related to on-site storage of
spent fuel under 10 C.F.R. Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B. As discussed above,
claims raised in relation to on-site storage of spent fuel are outside the scope of
license renewal.’™ . : -

Further, Staff agserts that

Until, and unless, [the Commonwealth’s] pending Waiver Petition is granted, [the
Commonwealth’s] claims are not litigable. Accordingly, “secrecy[,"] “operator
actions[,”] and “spent fuel pool fires’ claims should be dismissed for falling
outside of the scope of license renewal. Because the claims are also immaterial
to the findings that the Staff must make, the . . . Contention should be dismissed
for failing to satisfy 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(1)(iv)."®

Staff calls to our attention binding précedent holding that:

Because the record in this proeeeding is closed, [the Commonwealth] must set
forth the basis of its . . . Contention with “a degree of particularity in excess of the
basis and specificity requirements contained in 10 C.F.R. § 2.714(b) [now
§ 2.309(f)(1)] for admissible contentions.” See . . . Oyster Creek [, CLI-08-28, 68
NRC at 668 ("Commission practice holds that the standard for admitling a new
contention after the record is closed is higher than for an ordinary late-filed
contention.”). Support for [the Commonwealth’s} Contention must “be more than
mere allegations; it must be tantamount to evidence.” In other words, the

192 |4 at 62 (internal citation omitted).

193 NRC Staff Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 2.
4 4. at 21 (emphasis added).

196 Id
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evidence must comport with the reqwrements for admissible evidence at hearmg
in § 2.337—it must be relevant, material, and reliable.™®

Staff in essence, then argues that the evidence supplied by the Commonwealth does not rise to
the necessary standard, asserting, for example, that

[The Commonwealth] bases its contention on the events at Fukushima in Japan,
but it does so without establishing the relevance of those events to Pilgrim in
Massachusetts. The Thompson Report proposes that a SAMA analysis be re-
done based on the Fukushima events, because “[ojné can reasonably find that
the licensee has under-estimated the baseline CDF of the Pilgrim plant by an
order of magnitude” based on “the occurrence of five core-damage events over a
world-wide experience base ...." However, there is no discussion of how the
increased CDF factors, based on all the plant experience throughout the world,
would generically apply to an individual plant such as Pilgrim. And, the
Thompson Report provides no technical analyses that refute the extensive study
of plant-specific-hazards and risks at Pilgrim and discussed in its FSEIS. As a
result, Dr. Thompson has not shown that an increased CDF would materially
alter the Pilgrim SAMA analysis. :

The Thompson Report proposes that a. SAMA analysis that considers station
blackout and loss of power scenarios should -bhe done, but as Dr. Ghosh
explained in the affidavit “five of the seven potentially cost-beneficial SAMAs
identified in the [Applicant’s Environmental Reporf] and as a resuit of the NRC'’s
SAMA review mitigate the loss-of-power scenarios . . . of which station blackout
is a subset.” The Thompson Report does not refute the specific findings or make
a demonstration of how an increased CDF baseline using his approach would .
‘likely result in identification of an additional potentially cost-beneficial SAMA
analysis or that additional potentially- cost-beneficial SAMAs will resuit.
Therefore, there is no genuine issue in dispute with the license applicant.

The Thompson Report also asserts that filtered venting should be considered in
a redone SAMA analysis for Pilgrim. However, the Pilgrim FSEIS did consider
fitered venting as a candidate SAMA and it was determined not to be cost-
beneficial. And, the Thompson Report does not refute these findings. ...
[Therefore], the Thompson Report does not demonstrate that the issues raised
constitute the “heightened” showing of admissibility needed to reopen the record.
Because [the Commonwealth] cannot_demonstrate a genuine dispute with the
applicant, the contention [fails fo satisfy the requirements of 2.309(f){(1)(vi) and

therefore] is inadmissible.'®”

In its Reply, Commonwealth asserts that this is not the appropriate stage to determine that there

is no genuine dispute of material fact by eliminating testimony from Dr. Thompson, noting:

198 1d, at 20-21 (some citations omitted).

197 1. at 22-23 (emphasis added) {citations omitted).
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In their responses, the NRC Staff and Entergy submit expert declarations to
dispute the opinions and analysis puf forward by the Commonwealth's expert
that, in light of the real world events at Fukushima, certain material inputs or
assumptions in Entergy’s SAMA analysis are flawed, have produced a SAMA
that significantly understates the risk of continued plant operation, and do not
take account of additional SAMA analysis which could be identified as potentially
cost-beneficial. This dispute of expert opinion and fact is the best evidence that
a material dispute exists between the parties on an issue (SAMA analysis)
material to relicensing. ™

3. Ruling on Commonwealth Fukushima Contention

a. The Commonwealth has not satisfied the requirements of 10
C.F.R. § 2.326(a) for reopening the closed record.

The requiremehts of 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(1). As to-the requirement that the motion

1% we agree that Commonwealth has filed a pleading respecting information

must be timely,
regarding the accident at Fukushima \{vithin the timeframe which would be considered timely if
all that were at issue were a claim based wholly upon information produced by the Fukushima
accident and/or the‘ Near-Term Task Force Report.®® The Commonwealth asserts, as we

mentioned above, .that the new infonﬁation frorﬁ the Fukushima accidént advises that analysis

must utilize data respecting the actual occurrence of radiological release rather than the '

probabilistic analysis used in the present LRA, and the Commonwealth avers that new

1% Reply for Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 3 (citation omitted).

19 We address later the proviso that an exceptionally grave issue may be considered in the
discretion of the presiding officer even if untimely presented.

20 Although the Staff make powerful arguments that the contention is untimely (premature)
because information is still being developed from the accident at Fukushima, NRC Staff
Opposition to Fukushima Gontention at 13-16; the Commonwealth asserts it is compelled to
raise this matter now because of the rapidly approaching date of expiration of the existing
license for Pilgrim (or, conversely, the date for commencement of a license renewal term, if the

. renewal is granted). Fukushima Contention at 4 n.8. All parties recognize that information is
continuing to be developed and that it would be preferable to await more complete information.
And, we must be cognizant of the Commission’s view, stated in this proceeding when it ruled on
the petitions to suspend licensing activities, that it is unnecessary to cease current licensing
activities at this juncture because it has authority to, and will address, these matters with future
rulemaking and requirements to be applied te then-operating plants if the information it obtains
from the Fukushima accidents so warrants. See Callaway, CLI-11-05, 74 NRC at __(slip op. at
25-26). ’ .
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info-rmation is now available regarding the probability of core melt, station blackout duration, the
effectiveness of mitigation measures (including the potential benefits of filtered containment
venting), and the import of spent fuel accidents.*

Connecting these events fo Pilgrim, Commonwezlth asserts that the assumptions used
in the Piigrim SAMA anaiys;as are demonstrated to be in error by the facts of the Fukushima _
accir;lent and three other corle-damaging events which h-ave occurré_d at commercial power
reactors worldwide (i.e., by its “direct experience” information).** To begir; our analysis of the
timeliness question and the relevance of the Fukushima-derived information to the present
proceeding, we note that, as the IAEA Mission Reporrt and the Japanese Govemment Repott
(referred to above) make clear, the root cause of the accident at Fukushinﬁ was the beyond-
design-basis earthquake that caused the beyond-design-hasis Tsuhami which resulted in a
beyond-design-basis duration of station blackout. The Commonwealth indicates no linkage
whatsoever between these events and the potential for a beyond-design-basis duration of
station blackout at Pilgrim. Therefore the Commonwsalth proffers no new information relevant
to the Pilgrim plant regérding station blackout_ or mitigation measures implemented at Pilgrim to
prevent or ameliorate the effects of station blackout. Thus there is no new information
respecting Pilgrim regarding those two matters, and it therefore cannot form the basis for an
assertion of timeliness for the purposes of Séction 2.326.

As we held above, spent fuel accidents afe Ioutside the scope of this proceeding; there
is, therefore, no relevance to this proceeding of assertions regarding spent fuel‘accidents, and
they caﬁnot form the basis for the Itimeliness considerations.

Thus we turn to the remaining information asserted to be new and rélevant to the Pilgrim

SAMA: the Commonwealth’s “direct experience” arguments that new information from the

21 See Motion to Admit and Reopen at 3 {(citing Thompson Report at 14-18).

202 F kushima Contention at 6.
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accident at Fukushima démonstrates that the actual frequency of occurrence of radiclogical
release is Consfde’rably higher than the freguency used in the probabilistic analysis set out in the
present Pilgrim LRA. Use of this new information, the Commonwealth asserts, could cause
revised SAMA analysis to show that other mitigation measures are cost effective for Pilgrim.

But as we discussed above, the Commonwealth’s assertion is based upon the occurrence of
several coré—damaging events that have occurred worldwide — not singularly upon information
derived from the Fukushima accidents — and two of the accidents forming the foundation for that
argument occurred decades ago. Further, the Commonwealth mixes this argument with the
assertion that the core damage frequency (CDF) is demonstrated by those accidents fo be
cqnsiderabiy larger than the numerical values used in the Pilgrim SAMA anal;féis, but neither
challenges any of the scenario-specific CDFs used in the ﬁilgrim probabilistic safety
assessfnent (PSA) nor provides any éxp!anation or discussion of how its "dfrect eﬁ(perience"
methodology would or could be used to develop a spectrum of CDFs for the variety of scenarios
of core damaging event sequences examined ét Pilgtim or elsewhere.®™ Thus, to begin with,
the Commonwealfh’s claim has a fatal flaw; it fails completely 1o indééate how this “direct
experience” leads to any data éffecting the CDF's for the Pilgrim plant. As Entergy's arguments
make consummately clear, ;the Cqmmonweélth makes no linkage between the macroscopic

observation of the overall frequency of material offsite radiological release for nuclear power

23 The Commonwealth’s assertions, as well as those of Dr. Thompson, simply fail to discuss
(let alone challenge analysis in the LRA), the use of Core Damage Frequencies for any of the
Fukushima Daichi plants or the Pilgrim plant. But, as the LRA demonstrates, CDFs must be
developed for the entire spectrum of core damaging events, ranging from those that do minimal
damage to those that involve massive core melting such as occurred in the TMI-2 accident, and
there is nothing presented by Commonwealth’s assertions or the Thompson Report or Affidavits
from which we could even infer a relationship between the macroscopic observations from
Fukushima, their assertions of massive errors in CDF, and the analysis methodologies used in
any SAMA analysis (including that specifically used for Pilgrim). Similarly, the Commonwealth's
" approach fails to address linkage between core damage and containment failure which is
necessary to result in release of radiation to locations offsite, and to discuss how the initiating
events at Fukushima (earthquake followed by tsunamt, resulting in station blackout) can be
expected to occur at Pilgrim, or how those events, if they did occur at Pilgrim, might result in
offsite radiation release at Pilgrim. ‘ :
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plants worldwide and the event séquence analysis employed in the Pilgrim SAMA analysis.***
For this reason, the Commonwealth’s contention fails to indicate any new information respecting
the Pilgrim plant. As Eﬁtergy’s arguments make plain, the information that the use of

. probabilities based upon the use of actual macroscopic frequency of occurrence of offsite
radiological release would lead to considerably higher probabilities for severe agcidents than
those used in the Pilgrim SAMA analysis is not r;ew and is in large part based upon the
occurrence of previous core-damaging events. As Entergy points out, the use of that approach
would have led, based upon earlier events, to a corﬁputed frequency of occurrence of 1:6 E-04
(which is well above the threshold for events that must be considered in the plant's licensing
basis) prior to the occurrence of the Fukushima accident.?®® Thus the issue of whether the
“direct experience” method for estimating a macroscopic frequency of occurrence of a severe
offsite rédiological release from a core damaging accident should be used in the Pilgrim SAMA
analysis could have been raised at the time of the submittal of the original LRA?® — the only
difference that would be attributable to information arising out of the Fukushima accident is that

the macroscopic frequency of occurrence would be a different (but lower) value after the

2 The Pilgrim SAMA analysis is a probabilistic safety analysis whereby probabilities are
developed and assigned fo each event in the series and those are utilized, in connection with all
other event series analyzed, to develop overall release probabilities.

%5 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 22-23.

205 Fntergy points out — based upon a simple computation that is not disputed and therefore
cannot be said to be the subject matter of a "battle of experts” (and as to which it cannot be said
we are welghing evidence) — that :

.at the time the initial opportunity for hearing was announced, the direct

experience method would have revealed a CDF of 1.6E-04 per reactor year, or
. five times more than that assumed in the Pilgrim SAMA analysis. Under Dr.

Thompson’s rationale, the Pilgrim SAMA analysis CDF has been deficient since
" the outset of the proceeding . . . . :

Id. at 23.
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Fukushima accident than before it. | We agree with Entergy that a challenge on the basis that
the Pilgrim SAMA analysis should have used a “direct experience” method (employihg actual
macroscopic, as opposed to theoretical frequencies of occurrencezw),. could (and therefore
should) have been raised ab initio,**® and therefore is not timely now.

Since the foundation for everything raised by this contention being rélevant to this
proceeding is the charge that the frequency of occurrence of severe accidénts is erroneousliy .
underestimated, and that challenge should have been raised at the outset of this license
renewal proceeding, we find that the Commonwealth’s contention fails to satisfy the
requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(i} as to being timely filed. |

Thus, we turn to consideration of whether the challenge raises an “exceptionally grave
issu;a.” The Commonweaith does not point us to any definition of when an issue is exceptionally
grave, but Entergy points to a plain deéfinition of the phrase set out in the Commission’s final rule

regarding the standards for reéopehing a closed record; “exceptionally grave’ means ‘a

sufficiently grave threat to public safety.”**

27 Although not explicitly developed, this assertion of a theoretical probability in essence
amounts to an assertion that the probability of occurrence of a severe accident developed via
PSA techniques because it is based upon, in part, information for the probabilities of specific
events in the chain of events analyzed as to which there is not experimental or experiential data,
the overall probability of the severe accident is “theoretical.” In our view, this is an attempt to
compare apples and bricks; the overall macroscopic observation that there have been a certain
numerical value of occurrences of severe accidents for all operating reactors worldwide is
simply not comparable to the rigorous event chain analysis whereby probabilities are
determined for each such event in the chain and then a wide range of possible event sequences
are analyzed to develop an overall probability of occurrence of severe accidents.

28 Entergy succinctly puts it as follows: "If the CDF assumed by the Pilgrim SAMA analysis is
‘unrealistically low’ after the Fukushima accident under Dr. Thompson’s direct experience
method, it was also unrealistically low long before Fukushima.” |d. at 22.

209 1d. at 27 (quoting Criteria for Reopening Records in Formal Licensing Proceedings, 51 Fed.
Reg. 19,535, 19,536 {May 30, 1986)) (omitted Entergy’s emphasis).
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Dr. Thompson states in paragraph 15 of his Declaration that he

believe[s] the Commonwealth’'s contention addresses exceptionally grave
environmental issues, for three reasons. First, the Fukushima accident shows
that a severe reactor and/or spent-iuel-pool accident is significantly more likely
than estimated or assumed in the NRC’s current environmental analyses for the
Pilgrim NPP. Second, the experience of the. Fukushima accident shows that the
accident mitigation measures relied on by the NRC are grossly inadequate to
prevent the type of catastrophic damage at Pilgrim that has occurred at
Fukushima.  Finally, the Fukushima accident shows how corrosive and
dangerous is the high level of secrecy that the NRC has maintained with respect
to accident mitigation measures, thereby contributing to the use of ineffective
measures at Fukushima,*"

But Dr. Thompson's reasons for his belief fail completely to implicate any particularized
threat to public safety at the Pilgrim plant; they fail to offer any specific information that is

applicable to, or connécts the Fukushima accidents to, the Pilgrim plant, and merely point to

reasons why he believes consideration of information from the Fukushima aceident would lead
to revisions fo the Pilgrim SAMA analysis that, in turn, could lead to other SAMAs becoming
cost sffective. Dr. Thompson's statements respecting the impact of the information from
Fukushima are bare and unsupported, and therefore speculative; they cannot provide the
requisite support for reopening a closed record

| We agree with Entergy and Staff that nothing averred by the Commonwealth, énd
nothing set out in the Declarations of Dr. Thompson, or in the Thompson Report, supports a |
proposition that the failure to consider the information from the accident at Fukushima raises
any grave threat to public safety respecting the Pilgrim plant. Indeed, the Commission pointed

out in ruling on the petitions to suspend éll proceedings pending compietion of its review of the

events at Fukushima that it perceived no necessity to do so hecause it has other effective and

21 Thompson Declaration  15.

11 Further, these statements are also precisely the sort of “spseculation” that the Commission
found insufficient support for the petitioners’ request that licensing decisions be put on hold.until
the Commission has completed its Fukushima studies and developed appropriate information.
Callaway, CLI-11-05, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 26-28).
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timely mechanisms for implementation of modifications to regulations and plant requirements.>
Thus we find that the Commonwealth contention fails to present any “exceptionally grave issue.”

For the foregoing reasons, we find that the Commonwealth contention is inadmissible for
failure to satisfy the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(1).

Notwithstanding the foregoing finding, we address each of the other admissibility criteria.

The requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(2). As to whether the Commonwealth has
satisfied the requirement that the motion must address a signifiéant safety or environmental
issue, determination hinges upon the definition of when a safety or environmental issue is
‘serious” enough to warrant reopening é closed record. The Commonwealth argues that the
issue of potential cost-effectiveness of other severe accident mitigation alternatives rises to that
level of seriousness because: (a) NEPA requires the NRC to take a hard look ét environmental
matters;?? and (b) the SAMA is an alternatives examination performed by the Agency in

fulfillment of its obligation under NEPA; and (c) the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)

212 See, for example, the text accompanying notes 44-45 above, wherein we noted the
Commission’s view on this matter. The Commission further stated: *“[W]e do not believe that an
imminent risk will exist during the time period needed to apply any necessary changes fo
operating plants, whether a license renewal application is pending or not.” Callaway, CLI-11-05,
74 NRC at ___(slip op. at 27). The Commission later stated: “Even for the licenses that the
NRC issues before completing its review, any new Fukushima-driven requirements can be
imposed [ater, if necessary to protect the public health and safety.” |d. at __ (slip op. at 29) The
Commission also stated: '

[W]e directed the Task Force to consider stakeholder input in the development of
its recommendations. There will be further opportunities for stakeholder input as
the agency's review proceeds, and public and stakeholder participation will be
sought consistent with the established processes for any actions that we direct
the NRC Staff to undertake.

Id. af __ {slip op. at 37). And the Commission emphasized its view that it can and will make
appropriate adjustments to regulatory requirements again in its recent ruling in Diablo Canyon:
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2), CLI-11-
11, 74 NRC _ (slip op. at 44) [hereinaiter Diablo Canyon]. .

213 5ee Reply for Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 7.
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re.cognizes consideration of alternatives “is the heart of the environmental impact statement™;2*
and (d) the NRC'’s Severe Reactor Accidents Policy Staterment commits the Commission to
“take all reasonable steps to reduce the chances of occurrence of a se\)ere éccident involving
substantial damage to the reactor core and to mitigate the ¢onsequences of such an accident
should one occur.”*®
Staff avers that the Commission has not explicitly set out a sténdard for When an
environmental issue is significant enough to satisfy this requirement for reopening, but points us
to an Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board ruling that held that to demonstrate a
significant safety issue, petitioners “must establish eiﬁher that uncbrrected ... elfrors endangerl
safe plant operation, or'tl.ﬁat there has been a breakdown of the quality assurance program
 sufficient to raise legitimate doubt as to the plant's capability of being operated safely.” >
However Entergy has pointed out that the Commission has indeed expressed the
standard for when an environmental issue is “significant” for ‘rhe‘purposes of reopening a closed
record, equating them to its standards for when an EIS is required to be supplemented - there
must be new and significant information that will “paint a ‘seriously different picture of the -

environmental landscape.”*"’

214 See |d. (quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14). In this respect, we note that *longstanding

[Commission] policy is that the NRC, as an independent regulatory agency, ‘is not bound by

those portions of CEQ's NEPA regulations’ that . . . ‘have a substantive impact on the way in

whlch the Commission performs its regulatory functlons ™ Diablo Canyon, CLI-11-11, 74 NRC
___(slip op. at 23). _

215 See Reply for Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 7-8 (quoting Policy Statement on
Severe Reactor Accidents Regarding Future Designs and Existing Plants, 50 Fed. Reg 32,138,
32,139 (Aug. 8, 1985)).

218 NRC Staff Opposition to Fukushima Contention at 10-11 {(quoting Public Service Company of
New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-940, 32 NRC 225, 243 (1990).

27 Entergy Answer to Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention at 28 {(quoting Private Fuel
Storage ll, CLI-068-03, 63 at 29 (holding that claimed additional environmental impacts were "not
so significant or central to the FEIS’s discussion of environmental impacts that an FEIS

‘ (continuing . . . )
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Here, the Commonwealth points to no envircnmental irhpact that would, or even might,
arise from the failure to revise the SAMA analyses to consider information it asserts arose from
the Fukushima accident. Rather, the Comrﬁonwealth avers that other SAMAs might beco_me
cost effective if implemented — but indicates neither any paﬁicular positive environmental impact
ffom any such implementation nor any specific negative environmental impact from failure to do
so. The Commonwealth's contention can hardly be said, therefore, to paint the required |
“seriously different picture of the environmental landscape.”'® And neither the speculation by -
the Commenwealth and Dr. Thompson to the effect that other'SAMAs might become cost
effective and that an operator's mitigative actiqns could be adversely éffected by an accident
environment, nor the Commonwealth’s intimations regarding other potential alterations that
might result from consideration of the Fuku:shima—derived information, can setve to bootstrap
the contention into raising any such different environmental situation.”® The Commonwealth’s
claims simply implicate no specific environmental impact changes. |

For the foregoing reasons, we find that the Commonwealth contention is inadmissible for

failure to satisfy the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(2).

(... confinued) _
supplement (and the consequent reopening of our adjudicatory record) is reasonable or
" necessary’). '

18 Indeed the Commission reaffirmed its view of the appropriate threshold when it stated, in
CLI-11-05, that the measure is “[i}he new information must present a seriously different picture
of the environmental impact of the proposed project from what was previously envisioned,”
concluding, as do we, that “[ilhat is not the case here, given the current state of information
available fo us.” Callaway, CLI-11-05, 74 NRC at ___ (slip op. at 31) (quoting Hydro Resources,
Inc. (2929 Coors Road, Suite 101, Albuguerque, NM 871200), CLI-89-22, 50 NRC 3, 14 (1999)).

19 As the Commission has oft repeated, and noted respecting the various petitioner assertions
regarding information presently available from Fukushima, “our rules deliberately place a heavy
burden on proponents of contentions, who must challenge aspects of license applications with
specificity, backed up with substantive technical support; mere conclusions or speculation will
not suffice . . . [and an] even heavier burden applies to motions to reopen.” Id. at __ (slip op. at
33). ' :
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The requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(3)(3)‘ - As to the requirement that the mqtion
must demohstrate that a materially different result would be or would have been likely had the
newly proffered evidence been considered initially, the "result” at issue in this proceeding is the
outcome of the SAMA analysis.** The Commonwesalth asserfs that a materially different result
would be likely because the NRC would have considered a much broader array of SAMAs, but
offers oh!y the bare conclusory statement of its expert to support its assertion, and such
unsupported claims do not rise to the requisite level. ' Notwithstanding its assertions that
installation of a hardened vent or a filtered vent for the containment might become. cost
effective,”? the Commonwealth simply offers nothing which can reasonably be interpreted to
“demonstrate” that other SAMAs would have been considered. To do so would have, at least,
required the Commonwealth to provide some information indicating how much the mean

. consequences of the severe. accident scenarios could réasonably be expected to change as. a
reéult of considerat_ion of the Fukushima-derived information the Commonwealth proposes
would alter the outcome of the cost-benefit balancing, together with at Iéast some minimal
information as to the cost of implementation of other SAMASs it believes might become cost
effective. This is not to say that the Commonwealth must prove its case at this point, but simply

that the term “demonstrate” requires much more than the bare speculation and bare assertions

22 In this case, the Commonwealth asserts that the different result it believes would be obtained
is the consideration of other mitigation alternatives, Motion to Admit and Reopen at 11 — and we
find that to be the appropriate measure for this case. We decline to make the overbroad
determination that the "materially different result” is simply that the NRC would have considered
the information from the Near-Term Task Force Report or the information that was presently
available from the accidents at Fukushima in preparation of its SAMA analysis. To so require
would elevate form over substance.

21 1d, (citing Thompsoen Declaration § 16 and Thompson Report § VI).

2225_@_@_&-_
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offered by the Commonwealth.”*® And Dr. Thc;mpson’s assertions régarding hydrogen
explosions, operator actions and mitigative procedures and measures not only fail to address |
the actual consideration of those matters in the LRA, but fail to indicate how those would be
affected by consideration of the proposed new information. Thus none of the ir;formation
provided by either the Commonwealth or its expert, Dr. Thompson, demonstrates that any '
different result of‘the Pilgrim SAMA analysis could be obtained by consideration of the asserted
new information.

The Commonwealth’s contention has _not demonstrated that a matetrially different result
would be or would have been likely had the newly proffered evidence been considered initially.
We agree with Entergy and Staff tHat there is only speculation without any demonstration
whatsoever that the resullts of the SAMA analysis would have been, or would have been likely to
be, different had the information presented by Commonwealth regarding the Fukushima
accident been considered. |

For the foregoing reasons, we find that the Commonwealth contention is inadmissible for
failure to satisfy the _requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(a)(3).

‘The requirementé of 10 C.F.R. § 2.326(b). This portion of our regulations requires that

the motion must be “accompanied by affidavits that set forth the factual and/or technical bases
for the movant's claim that the criteria of paragraph (a) of this section have been

satisfied. . . . [and that] [e]ach of the criteria'u-nust be separately addressed [in that affidavit], with
a specific explanation of why it has been me_t." We find that the Declaration of Dr. Thompéon

fails to specifically explain, to the level required by the provisions of Section 2.326(b), two

*23 The Commission recently discussed its view that the required level of demonstration by
petitioners of cost effectiveness of other SAMAs is case and issue specific. Diablo Canyon,
CLI-11-11, 74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 19-21). In our view, the issue sought to be litigated here
requires considerably more than the bare speculation offered by pstitioner.
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factors: (1) why a materially different result would have been likely had the information

presently available from the Fukushima accident been considered ab initio in the Pilgrim SAMA

analysis, or (2)~why that information presents “a significant safety or environmental issue.”**
As to the likelihood that a materially different result would be obtained, Dr. Thompson’s
Declaration states, in relevant part:
As discussed in my Report at Section VI, | believe that a materially different
result would be likely if the NRC were to thoroughly consider the implications of
the Fukushima accident in its environmental analyses for the Pilgrim NPP. [n
particular, 1 believe that the NRC would consider a much broader and more
rigorous atray of severe accident mitigation alternatives (SAMAs) than have been
previously considered, including systems for hydrogen control, containment
venting, and replacement of high density spent fuel storage racks with low-
density, open-frame racks. Also, in view of the high risk of a radioactive release
- at Pilgrim,; any accident-mitigation measure or SAMA that is credited for the

future licensed operation of the Pilgrim NPP should be incorpdrated in the plant's
design basis.”*

‘But this sets out no factual or technical basis; it merely represents a statement of belief
on the part of Dr. Thompson. [t fails to recognize or address the methodology by which fhe
probabilities of the various chains of events afe developed and it fails to discuss how those
methodologies might (let alone should) be adapted to utilize the macrdscopic information it
terms "actual’ probabilities of the occurrence of severe accidents that is available from
worldwide macroscopic experience. It makes no reference to, and presents no discus‘sion'of,
how the Pilgrim (or any other) SAMA analysis is performed or how it could be expected that the
mean consequencés of the spectrum of accident scenarioé analyzed for Pilgri_m in its SAMA
analysis cou!& be so altered as to make additional SAMAs cost effective to implement.

Although Dr. Thompson mentions other mitigative mechanisms that he believes wo'uId be

" 2 \We note that Entergy and Staff have raised material issues regarding the qualifications of Dr.
Thompson and the validity of the methodology he proposes be used. Because of our findings
regarding the substance of the Commonwealth's arguments and Dr. Thompson's statements,
we find it unnecessary to address those issues.

#5 Thompson Declaration { 16.
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considered, he_ fails to address their cost — and that is integral to providing a factual or technical
basis for the assertion because the present Pilgrim SAMA analysis (which is set out in the LRA),
plainly indicates both the cost of the most costly implemented SAMA and that the next most
costly not—impiemented SAMA that was considered has a cost approximately twice the most
costly one that was implemented.”® To provide a factual basis for the assertion that a
matérial[y different result would be obtained requires a comparison of at least estimates of the )
costs of implementation of the mitigative mechanisms Dr. Thompson suggests might nave been
considered to the stated costs of implemented SAMAs.**" And to perform the anaiysié would

V require information regarding how much the mean consequences would be altered by
consideration of the facts Dr. Thompson asserts are available from the Fukushima accident,
because that provides the foundation for the numerical value for the “benefit” against which the
cost must. be balanced. In particular, Dr. Thompson asserts that there are facts regarding the
CDF and the likelihood of hydrogen explosion that should be incorporated in the SAMA

analysis, but he fails to even speculate as to how (or how much) those mignt alter the

228 E g., Exh. ENT000001, Testimony of Dr. Kevin R. O’Kula and Dr. Steven R. Hanna.on
Meteorological Matters Pertaining to Pilgrim Watch Contention 3 (Jan. 3, 2011) at A47.

77 yWe reject the premise that the Agency has an obligation under NEPA to consider effects of
the accidents at Fukushima when there has been no [inkage made between those events and
the plant whose license is at issue in this proceeding. While NEPA requires the Agency to “take
a hard look™ at environmental effects of ifs pending decision, we see nothing raised here that
implicates any environmental impact. Further, although the NRC performs its SAMA analysis in
fulfilimerit of its obligations under NEPA, the mitigation alternatives it examines in its SAMA cost
benefit analyses all regard severe accident events which are beyond the design basis of the
plant, and therefore have annual probability of occurrence of less than one in a million per year.
We note that the NRC more than a decade ago declined to label such events as remote and
speculative, which would result in their not being required to be considered under NEPA,
because the NRC felt at the time it did not have the database to so determine, But it appears fo
us that by requiring any chain of events that has an annual frequency of occurrence greater
than one in a million to be included within the design basis, the Commission has de facto made
the frequency of occurrence of all dther events (including those resulting in severe accidents) to -
be less than one in a million per year — a value so low as to certainly not be “reasonably
foreseeable” (which would require such events to be considered under NEPA) but also to be
reasonably considered remote and speculative in this context.
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consequences of the probabilistic computation of the consequences from the entire spectrum of
severe a_ccEde'nts considered in the Pilgrim SAMA analysis. And those facts/costs are critical to
the basis for his speculation. Thus, we find his Declaration fails to provide the requisite factual
and/or scientific basis for the claim that a materially different result would have been likely.
In addition, Dr. Thompson states in his Declaration, as to whether the information
available from the Fukushima accident presents a significant safety or environmental issue, the
~ following:
| also believe the Commonwealth’s contention addresses exceptionally grave
environmental issues, for three reasons. First, the Fukushima accident shows
that a severe reactor and/or spent-fuel-pool accident is significantly more likely
than estimated or assumed in the NRC's current environmental analyses for the
Pilgrim NPP. Second, the sxperience of the Fukushima accident shows that the
accident mitigation measures relied on by the NRC are grossly inadequate to
prevent the type of catastrophic damage at Pilgrim that has occurred at
Fukushima.  Finally, the Fukushima accident shows how corrosive and
dangerous is the high level of secrecy that the NRC has maintained with respect

to accident mitigation measures, thereby contributing to the use of meffect[ve
measures at Fukushima.?*®

This also is in the nature of a statement of belief, and omits to providé facts or scientific
explanation that can logically support his conclusory statement of belief that failure to include
the information he asserts is now revealed by the Fukushima accident creates an exceptionally
gra\;e environmental issue. The question of what threshold is required to create an
“exceptionafly grave’ environmental issue has been discussed by the Parties, and we are not
persuaded by the Commonwealih’s view that the fact that consideration of alternatives is a very -

important requirement of NEPA®® somehow elevates the issue raised here to a “grave” issue.

228 Thompson Declaration § 15.
222 The Commonwealth asserts that:

According to the Staff, a SAMA analysis "has no direct safety or environmental
significance” because it “merely augments existing programs to identify mitigation
alternatives that could ‘further reduce the risk at a plant that ha[s] no identified
safety vulnerabilities.” The Staff's position that SAMAs are legally insignificant is
incorrect as a matter of law. As the Council on Environmental Quality

: (continuing . .. )
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~ Indeed the Commonwealth offers nothing to indicate that therg is anything “grave,” or any
pﬁtential grave environmental issué', associated with the possibility that there might furn out toA
be other alternatives (plant alterations) that would be cost effective to implement to ameliorate
effects of accidents that are beyond the design basis.*®® The Commonwealth has offered no
link, and Dr. Thompslon offers no link, between the issues it or he raises and an environmental
issue associated with the implementation (o'r lack of implementation) of any Severe Accident
Mitigation Alternative. Severe accidents are,.by their very definition, beyond fhe design bésis of
the plant. If the Commonwealih inténded o chaﬁlénge the design basis by its assertions that the
probability of a2 severe accident is much higher than is assumed for the purposes of the NRC's
requiréd SAMA analyses, such a challenge would have been inadmissible in (because a
challenge to NRC regulations is outside the scope of) this proceading. [fthat is not the
Commonwealth's challenge, then this Declaration (and its accompanying Report) fails to provide
the requisite factual and/or scientific basis for the claim that a grave environmental issue is

raised by the Motion.

(.. .continued) -
recognizes, consideration of alternatives “is the heart of the environmental impact
statement.” Consistent with NEPA’s requirement to consider alternatives, the
NRC'’s Severe Reactor Accidenis Policy Statement commits the Commission fo
“take all reasonable steps fo reduce the chances of occurrence of a severe
accident involving substantial damage to the reactor core and to mitigate the
consequences of such an accident should one occur.”

Moreover, the Staff misses the point of the Commonwealth's contention, which is
that new information shows the existence of previously unconsidered accident
vulnerabhilities that increase the environmental impacts of re-licensing Pilgrim and
therefore the outcome of the cost-benefit analysis of alternatives.

Reply for Waiver Petition and Fukushima Gontention at 7-8 (internal citations omitted).
0 We note that Commonwealth has observed the Near-Term Task Force Report's suggestion

that some severe accidents should be included in the design basis, Motion to Supplement at 5,
hut that result must await scientific investigation and its outcome.
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For the foregoing reasons, we find that the Deciaratidn of Dr. Thompson fails to provide
the requisite factual and/or technical bases for the movant’s claim that the criteria of paragraph
(a) of section 2.326 have been satisfied.

b. The Commonwealth has not satisfied the requirements for a Non-
Timely filed Contention set out in 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(c)

The Commonwealth bases its assertion that it satisfies the requirements of 2.309(c)(i)
(good cause) because it filed its contention while information about the accident is coﬁtinuing to
be released.”®' However, the actual singular foundation for this new contention is the argument
(di'scussed with respect to 2.326(a)(1) and below respecting 2.309(f)(2)(ii) and (iii)) based upon
w'rorldwide' “direct experience” regarding the overall (macroscopic) frequency of occurrence df
core damaging accidents. But, as we discussed above, this foundational argumeﬁt does not
rest upon new and materially different information made available anew by the accident at
Fukushima. The Commonwealth could (and should) have filed this contention at the outset of
this proceeding. Thus we find that this contention fails to satisfy the good cause requirements
of 2.309(0)@).

In addition, balancing the remaining factors of 2.309(0), we are persuaded that the
addition of a hearing on the subject matter of this contention will unduly broaden the issues
presently being considered®® and undoubtedly materially delay this proceeding. Thus we find
that factor (vii) weighs heavily against granting admission of this contention.

For the foregoing reasons, we find that the contention fails to satisfy the requifements of

10 C.F.R. § 2.309(c).

281 Motion to Admit and Reopen at 6.

%2 This is particularly evident given the status of this proceeding was, at the time this contention
was submitted, simply to address the narrow portion of Pilgrim Watch’s Contention 3 remanded
to us, as to which we have already issued a definitive ruling, and address five new contentions
filed by Rilgrim Watch since the remand, all of which were previously resolved or are resolved
by this Order. ' . '
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C. The Commonwealth’'s Proposed Contention fails o satisfy the
requirements of 10 C.F.R. & 2.308(H(1) and 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.309(N(2) _and therefore is inadmissible even if the

requirements for-reopening had been met,

'l"o.begin with, we find that material portions of this contention (chal[enges to spent fuel
pools, challenges to the NRC's assumptions about operators’ capability to miﬁgate an accident
at the Pilgrim, challenges fo EDMGs, challenges to the NRC’s excessive secrecy regarding
accident mitigation meaéureé, challenges to the NRC'’s previous rejection of the
Commonwealth's con;:erns regarding the environmental impacts of high—dénsity pooi storage of
spent fuel, assertions of a need to implement filtered Vehted containment, and
suppositions/speculation regarding the effectiveness of hydrogen control mechanisms) all fall
outside the écope of this proceeding and therefore are inadmiséible because they fail to satisfy
the requirements of 2.309(f){1)(iii). -

Thus all that remains to consider in the Commonwealth’s contention are the assertions
respecting the CDF and its potential impact upon the SAMA cost-benefit balancing.”® As to the
re_quirementé of 2.309(f)(1)(iif), the only possible relevance of this cohtention to the findings the
NRC must make regards the SAMA cost benefit analysis.®* But the Cé)mmonwealth has made
only the bare speculation (supported by a similar speculation on the part of ‘its expert) that they

believe that “the NRC would consider a much broader and more rigorous array of severe

accident mitigation alternatives (SAMAs) than have been previously considered.”® This plainly

233 A5 we noted above, Commonwealth’s assertions regarding the cost effectiveness of
mitigation mechanisms, as well as effectiveness of operation or operahility of the DTVs, are
necessarily resultant from the core-damaging event premise.

24 As we noted ahove, we dedline to find that the “determination the NRC must make” is a
determination to consider, under NEPA, information presently available from the accidents at
Fukushima or from the Near-Term Task Force Report. The NRC'’s determination at issue here
is solely that of which SAMAs are cost beneficial to implement for this plant. If and when
Fukushima-derived information shads new light on the Pilgrim SAMA analysis, the NRC has
adequate mechanisms for addressing its regulatory impact.

295 Motion to Admit and Reopen at 11,
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fails to. satisfy thé requirement of 2.309kﬂ(1)(iv) that the contention must “demonstraté” that the
issue raised is material td the NRC's decision; the speculative assertions of t_he Commonwealih
and ité expert simply do not rise to the level of demoﬁstrating the matter. Therefore we find that
the Commonwealth’s contention fails to satisfy the req uiremen’gs of 2.309(H{(1)(iv).

_ Finally, as to the requirements of 2.309(f)(1){vi), we find that neither the
Commonwealth’s pleadings nor the Declaration and Report of Dr. Thompson shows that a
genﬁine .dispute exists with the applicant on a material issue of law or fact. First, for the fact to
be "material,” it must affect the NRC'’s SEIS as it relates to SAMAs, and neither the
Commonwealth nor Dr. Thompson has indicated with any spedificity how the SAMA analysis
results Cou!d be affected. Rather the p[eédings speculate as to changes that might be found,
and we find that fails to provide the requisite sufficient information that would “show” a dispute.
Further, neither the Commonwealth nor Dr, Thpmpson point to or reference any specific portion
of the application that is disputed, simply asserting that the SAMA results might be different, and
neither indicates any method by which the macroscopic data on the worldwide frequency of
occurrence of core-damaging events might be utilized to modify the event-chain analyses used
by Pilgrim in its SAMA analysis. The bare assertions based upon the “actual” (macroscopic)
information, that the CDFs are erroneous simply does not provide the requisite link to the
Pilgrim plant or the SAMA analysis’performed for |t If the Commonwealth and Dr. Thompson
meant, in the alternative, to point to an omission of consideration of data from the SAMA input, l
as they might have intended to imp[y‘in their feply,” they are certainly capable of so doing and
have failed.*" From either perspective, the Commonwealth's contention fails to satisfy the

reguirements of 2.309(f)(1)(vi).

%% See Reply for Waiver Petition and Fukushima Contention-at 3.

7 The situation here is directly analogous to that addressed by the Commission in its very
recent ruling respecting a challenge raised in the license renewal application for Diablo Canyon.
There the Commission held: '

{continuing . .. )
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For the foregoing reasons, we find that the Commonwealth’'s Proposed New Contention
fails to satisfy the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(1) and therefore fs inadmissible even if
the requirements for reopening and for filing of a'non-timely contention had been met (whicﬁ we
found were not).

Finally, had the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.326 respecting reopening a closed record

been, as the Commonwealth asserts. inapplicable, the reguirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(H(2)

would have applied. As to the requirements of 10 C.F:R. § 2.309(f(2)(i), the Commonwealth

asserts that the new information is derived from the Fukushima accident, and because such
information was not previously available, this requirement would have been satisfied.

As to the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.308(f)(2)(ii) that the information on which the

contention is based is materially different than information previously available, as we noted
above the Commonwealth asserts a material difference because their ne\n.r contention is based
primarily on the actual occurrence and experience of a radiological accident, as contrasted with
predictions of the behavior of an accip{en;c based on probabilistic risk assessment. The
Commonwealth asserts this to be ﬁaterialiy different from information that was available at the
outset of this license renewal — particularly with respect to the predominant assertion by the
Commonwealth that the Fukushima accident provides new information that the CDF used in the
Pilgrim SAMA analysis was erroneously low because it failed to use actual experience on the
occurrence of severe accidents worldwide. We disagree. For the reasons set out in our ruling

onh 2.326(a)(1), we find that the contention does not rest urpon new materially different

{...continued)
Even assuming that [petitioner] intended to challenge the discussion of mitigation
measures in PG&E's Environmental Report, [petitioner]’s unsupported statement
. . . falls short of the information required to show the existence of a genuine
dispute. . . . It is [petitioners]'s responsibility . . . to put others on notice as to the
issues it seeks to litigate in the proceeding. We should not have to guess the
aspects of the SAMA analysis that {petitioner] is challenging.

Diablo Canyon, CLI-11-11, 74 NRC at __ {slip op. at 42) (internal footnotes omitted).
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information that is timely presented (because the challenge respecting actual vs theoretical CDF
should have heen raised at the outset based upon information from events that occurred well
before the accidents at Fukushima). Therefore, this contention fails to satisfy the requirements

of 10 C.F.R. § 2:309(7)(2)(i).

As to the requifements of 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.309(H(2)(iii) that the contention be filed ina
timely fashion based on the availability of the subsequent information, the Commonwealth |
asserts that, while it might have been preferable to await amore full understanding of the
information presently becoming available ;:c;ntinuously from the evolving situation at Fukushima,
there is sufficient information upon which to pro:_ceed to challenge the SAMA anlalysis for Pilgrim.
Staff takes the view that because the information is cbntinuing to be developed it is preiraature to
litigate the effects and therefore the contention is not timely. As with the requirements of 10
CFR.§ 2.309(f)(2)(ii), we find that, hecause Ithe single kernel upon which this contention rests
is t.he premise that Entergy and Staff should use “direct experience” for severe accident

28 and that the direct experience demonstrates the CDF probabilities used in the'

probabilities,
Pilgrim SAMA analyses are too low, since the same direct experience would plainly have
permitied precisely the same challenge at the outset of this proceeding, the new information put
forth by the Commonwealth is not materially different from the corresponding information

available at the outset of this proceeding.**®

28 1t is apparent that, in performance of SAMA analysis, the weighting of the consequences of

any severe accident, and the sort of mitigation measures (such as operator activation of the
DTVs) that might be effectively deployed to address such accidents, are directly and singularly
dependent upon the particular probabilities used in the SAMA analysis for the particular
scenarios. Thus, if the probabilities are incorrect, the contribution of the consequences will be
inaccurate and the effectiveness of other mitigation measures will be altered. And, stated in the
inverse, unless the probabilities are in error, the effectiveness of various mitigation mechanisims
will not be called into question.

%% In this regard, the Commonwealth now asserts that “the Staff misses the point of the
Commonwealth’'s contention, which is that new information shows the existence of previously
uncohsidered accident vulnerabilities that increase the environmentatl impacts of re-licensing
Pilgrim and therefore the outcome of the cost-benefit analysis of alternatives,” Reply for Waiver
{cohtinuing . . . )
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For the foregoing reasons, we find that the contention fails to satisfy the requirements of
10C.F.R. § 2..309(1‘)(2)(iii). |

We therefore find that, even if the reopening requirements had not been required to be
satisfied (which we find not fo be the case), this contention fails to satisfy the timeliness

. requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(2).

Finally, we must note that our decision today cannot be based upon the absence of
sufficient information to disprove that there could be at some time in the future sufficient
information to lead to significantly different results of the Pilgrim environmental analysis. To do
so would require proof of a negative and plainly stan-d adjudicative principles on their head.

Further, as to the question of whether the events at Fukushima present considerations
for Pilgrim that must be weighed under NEPA, the black letter law is that NEPA requires
consideration of reasonably foreseeable events. While not drawing a defiriitive line regarding
when an event is reasonably foreseeable, the common law has addressed a boundary on the
other side of the same coin, ﬁnding generally thét NEPA does not require consideration of
remoté and speculative matters.*® As we discussed at length above, thereis. presently
absolutely no information presented from the' Fukushima accidents that has been indicated to
have any_impact on the Piigrim‘ plant or its'environmental impact, and certainly, therefore, has
implicated nothing reasonably foreseeable for Pilgrifn. It is pure specuilation to aver that there

is, or that there will be, at some unknown and unknowable time in the future, new significant

(...continued)

Petltlon and Fukushima Contention at 8, but we note that the contention alleges no
particularized vulnerability nor does it adentn‘y any new and materially different znformat[on other
than the assettions respecting CDF.

 There are myriad examples of application of this principle in, for example, codes
implemented by agencies at various governmental levels requiring consideration, in the design
of structures, of floods and earthquakes with a frequency of occurrence of more than oncsin a
hundred years. This is certainly analogous fo the “design basis” requirements of the NRC
regarding severe accidents.
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information arising from those accidents relevant to Pilgrim runn'ing so afoul of the reguirement
of NEPA and our regulations today so as to require delay of this license renewal decision. **!
Itl. CONCLUSION AND ORDER

For the foregoing reasons, we DENY the Commonwealth’s Stay Request and its Waiver
Request, and, as we noted above, we Gt?ANT the Commonwealth's Motion to-Supplement,
considering the information presented therewith for its value to this matter, and we find that the
Commonwealth's Fukushima Contention filed June 2,.2011 fails to satisfy the requirements of
our regulations for reopening a closed record, for admission of a nontimely submitted
contention, and the strict requirements for an admissib[e contention, each of which failures in-
and-of itself would require that we deny the Commonwealth s Motion to Admit. lt is, this 28th

day of November, 201'] ORDERED that the Commonwea[th s Stay Request and Waiver

21 As the Commission has noted in ruling on petitioners’ NEPA-related assertions, there is
simply insufficient information available at this time from Fukushima, and the NRC'’s processes
are intended to accommodate the raising of concerns when and if there is.

[Tlhe rules cited by the rulemaking petitioners that reach “generic conclusions” -
‘regarding severe reactor and spent fuel accidents appear to be those that pertain
to license renewal. . . . As we noted in the Pilgrim and Vermont Yankee matters,

. after considering the rulemaking petitions, the NRC will make a decision whether

* to deny the petitions, or proceed to make revisions to Part 51. Depending on the
fiming and outcome of the NRC Staff's resolutioh of the rulemaking petitions, the
Staff itself potentially could seek the Commission’s permission o suspend one or
more of the generic determinations in the license renewal environmental rules,
and include a new ana]ys:s in pending, plant-specific environmental impact
statements.

" Callaway, CLI-11-05, 74 NRC at __ (slip oi:). at 40) (internal citations and footnotes omitted).
And the Commission repeated this message in an even more recent ruling, stating

NRC will develop lessons learned, as it has in the past — that is, the NRC will
“evaluate all technical and policy issues related to the event to ldent|fy potential
research, generic issues, changes to the reactor oversight process, rulemakings,
and adjustments to the regulatory framework that should be conducted by NRC."
Accordingly, our comprehensive evaluation includes consideration of those
facilities that may be subject to seismic activity or tsunamis .. .. Further, that
evaluation will include consideration of lessons leamed that may apply to spent
fuel pools that are part of the U.S. nuclear fleet.

Diablo Canyon, CLI-1 1-11, 74 NRC at ___ {slip op. at 36) (citation omitted).
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Request, and its Motion to Admit a proposed new contention are therefore DENIED, and the
evidentiary record in this proceeding remains closed.

It is so ORDERED.
FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY

AND LICENSING BOARD?*¥?

/RA/

Dr. Paul B, Abramson
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

/RA/

Dr. Richard F. Cole
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

Rockville, Maryland
November 28, 2011

" 22 Judge Young concurs with our decision in results only. Her views are set forth on the
following pages. ' ' .
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AAdmini'strative Judge Ann Marshall Young, Concurring in Results Only

| would not admit the Commonwealth’s contention for the reason that | find it fo be
prgmatu re, based on the Commission's decision in Union Electric Company d/b/a/ Ameren
Missouri (Callaway Plant,. Unit 2) et af.(hereinafter CLI-11-05)," issued September 9, 2011. .

} would permit the filing of Fukushima-reléted contentions when relevant information becomes
ripe for consideratio_n.

The Commission in CLI-11-05 addressed the petitions of a number of parties to
suspend, and take certain other actions with respect fo, various nuclear power plant licensing
proceedings (including Pilgrim) based on the March 2011 accident at the Fukushima Dai-ichi
plant in Japan. The Commission declined to suspend the prqceedings, finding among other
things that "the mechanisms and consecquences of'the events at Fukushima [wejre not yet fully
understoed” and “the full picture of what happened at Fukushima [wa]s still far from clear” c;n
September 9, 2011, thus warranting a conclusion that a request for analysis whether the
Fukushima events constitute “néw and significant information” under NEPA was then

n2

“premature.” Although the Commission in these statements was addressing generic issues,

and expressly stated that in individual proceedings-“litigants may seek admission of new or

n3

-amended contentions,™ its prematurity analysis would reasonably seem also to be applicable in

individual proceedings at this time.

" Union Electric Company d/b/a/ Ameren Missouri (Callaway Plant, Unit 2) et af., CLI-11-05, 74 -
NRC __ (Sept. 9, 2011).

% id. at __(slip op. at 29-30).

% ld.-at __ (slip op. at 35).
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i noté that, subseqguent to the July 12, 2011, iésuance of the Near-Term Task Force
Report,* the Commiésion directed the NRC Staff to "implement without delay” certain of the
Task Force's recommendations.” Given, however, that the deadline set by the Cqmmission for
cor'npletion. of this task is the year 2018, this would not seem to be suﬁ‘icientl to change the
Commission’s analysis on prematurity as stated in CLI-11-05, or otherwise suggest that the
Commonwealth’s contention would not fall within its ambit.” | therefore conclude that the
Comnﬁonwealth’s new Fukushima-related contention is pr'erﬁature at this time.

In view of this conclusion, | do not address the various regulatory criteria for reopening
tﬁe record and admitting the new contentlon or for waiving rules relating to spent fuel pool
accidents, Nor do I address the Commonwealth's May 2, 2011, Motion to Stay given that
issuance of CLI-11-05 ‘rendered it moot.

| do, however, take this opportunity to touch upon two concepts that | find warrant some
attention, given that they have arisen more than once in ‘thi‘s proceeding, with respect to more
than one contention and more than one regulatory requirement, and may bear on the future
conduct of this proceeding. The first of thése concepts is that of whether information is “new,”

“so as to make a contention based on it timely; this comes up with any contention filed after the

beginning of a procesding under 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(c) or ()(2), and also in determining whether

* See Dr. Charles Miller ef al., Recommendations for Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 21st
Century, The Near-Term Task Force Review of Insight from the Fukushima Dai-Ichi Accident
(Juiy-12, 2011} (ADAMS Accession No. ML111861807).

5 Staff Requirements Memorandum — SECY-11-0124 — Recommended Actions to be Taken
Without Delay from the Near-Term Task Force Report (Oct. 18, 2011) at 1 (ADAMS Accession
No. ML1129115710).

®1d.

71 would observe, however, that this does not necessarily mean that information on Fukushima -
could not become sufficiently developed to warrant the filing of new contentions prior to 2018.
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a previously closed proceading should be reopened under 10 C.F.R. § 2.328. The second is
the concept of a matter being significant enough to be considerad, in one way or another, in a
_proceeding ~ a concept that touches on various critetia for admissibility of contentions under
'}0 C.F.R. § 2.309, the criteria for reopening under § 2.326, as Well.as requirements uﬁder.
| NEPA and NEIZ;A—reIated_NRC law and regulation.

The newness/timeliness issue presents itself with respect to the "direct experience”
argument of the Commonwealth. The Commonwealth argues through its expert that data from
the body of actual experience With respect fo severe accidents at.nuclear power plants, now
including the Fukushima acciden‘t, can pro\ride a “reality check” for PRA estimates of core
damage probabilities in the Pilgrim SAMA analysis.® Although, as my colleagues find, this
a.rgument might certainly have been raised earlier with respect to experience from all events
other th.an the Fukushima accident, information from Fukushima is cleérly “new” information,
whatever its significance may be with respect to the Pilgrim SAMA analysis, such that making
the argument insofar as it takes into account Fukulshima could not have been done earlier.
To the same effect as | stated in my Dissent and Concusrence in LBP-11-23, the fact that a
contention based on “new” information is also suppo_rted by previously-existing information
“‘negates neither ther‘newmess’ of the Fukushima-related informétion, nor the value of either-

sott of information, whatever its worth otherwise.”

8 Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Contention Regarding New and Significant Information
Revealed by the Fukushima Radiological Accident (June 2, 2011), Attached Report of Gordon
R. Thompson, Institute for Resource and Security Studies, New and Significant Information
From the Fukushima Daiichi Accident in the Context of Future Operation of the Pilgrim Nuclear
Power Plant (June 1, 2011) at 15; see id. at 14-18.

9 BP-11-23, 74 NRC __, __, Administrative Judge Ann Marshall Young, Concurring in Part and
Dissenting in Part (slip op., Dissent, at 3) (Sept. 8, 2011). '

. I note, moreover, regarding the SAMA analysis itself, that, as my colleagues point out, this “is a

probabilistic safety analysis whereby probabilities are developed and assigned to each event in
(continued. . .} ‘
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- With respect to the issue of significance, | agree that Dr. Thompson is less specific than
might be desired in his analysis of the significance of Fukushima-related information-and its
impact on the Pilgrim SAMA analysis. And of course, as suggested by the Commissién in
CLI-11-05, the full picture of the Ful%ushima accident and its aftermath is not yet ¢lear, such fhat
there is insufficient information available at this time to conclude that consideration of issues
relating to the Fukushima accident would clearly lead to significantly different analyses of

‘environmenital consequences in the Pilgrim EIS (including in the SAMA analysis summarized

(.. ;continued)

the series and those are utilized, in connection with all other event series analyzed, to develop
overall release probabilities.” Majority Decision at 49 n.173. Further, as NRC Staff experts
described the SAMA analysis earlier in this proceeding:

The PRA for a commercial power reactor has traditionally been divided into three
levels: level 1 is the evaluation of the combinations of plant failures that can lead
to core damage; level 2 is the evaluation of core damage progression and
possible containment failure resulting in an environmental release for each core-
damage sequence identified in level 1; and level 3 is the evaluation of the
consequences that would result from the set of environmental releases identified
in fevel 2. All three levels of the PRA are required to perform a SAMA analysis.

NRC Staff Testimony of Nathan E. Bixler and S. Tina Ghosh Concerning the Impact of
Alternative Meteorological Maodels on the Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives Analysis,
Exhibit NRC000014 (June 2, 2011), A11 at 7-8.

How the probabilities used in the analysis are developed and assigned to each input event in a
series is key, as the development and assigning of probability values to a large number of
possible equipment failures, operator actions, etc., determine the outcome probabilities of the
overall analysis. If any of the input values are based on incorrect or incomplete information on
past failures, for example, this could call into question the overall analysis and its resuits. It
would thus seem likely that, once information from Fukushima is available, it might well play into
the input values used in a SAMA analysis for a Mark | boiling water reactor of the sort that failed
at Fukushima, such as the Pilgrim reactor. Of course, a SAMA analysis includes conservatisms
that account for some uncertainties, but notwithstanding these conservatisms, untit it is known -
how the inputs into the analysis might change as a result of information learned from
Fukushima, it is unclear what the results of the overall analysis might be.

The Pilgrim SAMA analysis is summarized in the EIS and constitutes part of the basis for the

" conclusions stated therein. See NUREG-1437, Genetric Environmental impact Statement for
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supp. 29, Regarding Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, Final
Report (July 2007) (ADAMS Accession No. ML083260173) [hereinafter EIS]; see id. at Ch; 5.
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’ther'e]r_l). However; there is obviously at this time also i;wsufficient information to conclude that
6onsidération of relevant Fukushima-related issues could not Eeéd to significantly different
énalyseé of the environm-entai consequences of renewing the Pilgrim operating license.” | find
that the Commonwealth has shown at least some likelihood that information on Fukushima
coulld Have some such i'mpacts_,,'“ such that it cannot be said that consideration of Fukushima-
related issues “could not affect” the ultimate decision on the renewal application.

For these reasons, and to ensure basic fairness, [ would permit the Commonwealth to
file new Fukushima-related contentions at such time as relevant information maQ be ripe for

_consideration.™

' Thus, there is similarly insufficient information to conclude that any and all possible impacts of
Fukushima-related information on the analysis of environmental consequences at Pilgrim would
be “remote and speculative,” such that no further NEPA analysis would be required. What is
“reasonably foreseeable” with respect to Fukushima and the impact of information arising out of
it on environmental analyses relating to Pilgrim would also seem to be an open question at this
point. .

"1 also find that Pilgrim Watch has shown a reasonable likelihood of such impacts. See
LBP-11-23, 74 NRC __, Administrative Judge Ann Marshall Young, Concurring in Part and
Dissenting in Part (Sept. 8, 2011).

2 1 imerick Ecology Action, Inc. v. NRC, 869 F.2d 719, 737 (3rd Circ. 1989).

¥ Indeed, it would appear that Fukushima-related issues must be addressed in some manner in
this proceeding prior to its conclusion and a final determination on the license renewal request,
given (1) the reasonable likelihood that relevant Fukushima-related information could in this
proceeding lead to significantly different analyses and/or conclusions in the EIS and SAMA
analysis; and (2) NEPA’s “dual purpose’ [of] ensurfing] that federal officials fully take into
account the environmental consequences of a federal action before reaching major decisions,
and [ ] inform[ing] the pubhc Congress, and other agendies of those consequences.” Private
Fuel Storage, L.L.C. (Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation), CLI-02-25, 56 NRC 340,
348 (2002) (emphasis added) (citing Robertson v. Methow Valloy Citizens Council, 490 U S,
332, 349 (1989); Baltimore Gas and Elec. Co. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 462
U.S. 87, 97 (1983); Dubois v. US Dept. of Agriculture, 102 F.3d 1273, 1291 (1st Cir. 1996)).

As suggested in the text, the information to date from Fukushima is insufficiently clear to support
a conclusion that the Pilgrim EIS could fairly be said to “fully take into account the environmental
consequences” of renewing the Pilgrim operating license, in the absence of consideration of
Fukushima-related matters. This is not to say that a decision on the current contention could be
(continued. . .} '
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(.. .continued)

based on the absence of information, but rather simply to comment on the prematurity of
Fukushima-related issues at this time, including their effect, one way or the other, on individual
plant SAMA analyses and environmental impact statements. In order, however, for license
tenewal fo he a meaningful process with respect to the Pilgrim plant with its Mark | boiling water -
reactor, and in order to assure that the Commonwealth and its citizens have their
understandable concerns and interests addressed, the impact of Fukushima-related issues on
the pending application should be analyzed at a time and in a manner that fuily takes into
account, not “every alternative device and thought conceivable by the mind of man,” Vermont .
Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NRCD, 435 U.S. 518, 551 (1978), but “every signjficant aspect
of the environmental impact” of the sought license renewal, id. at 553 (emphasis added),
including Fukushima-related impacts, prior fo an ultimate decision on the application.

It is true that, but for the remand of Contention 3 in CLI-10-11, 71 NRC __ (Mar. 26, 2010), the
Pilgrim renewal application would no doubt have been granted some time ago. But this did not
occur, and it happened that the Fukushima accident occurred two days after oral argument on
the remanded Contention 3. At that point, or soon thereafter as the severity of the accident
began to become apparent (even if only on a preliminary hasis), matters relating to severe
accidents involving Mark | BWRs, to their mitigation, and to the environmental impacts of
continued operation in the very densely-populated coastal area where Pllgnm is located, took on
added significance.

It is unclear exactly how Fukushima-related issues will be addressed in every current licensing
proceeding. Ultimately this is a question that is to some extent case-specific. See supra text
accompanying note 3. However, it may be observed that, if the EIS and SAMA analysis are
significant enough matters that they afe required to be completed in connection with the license
renewal application itself, logic dictates that they are significant enough that they should
accurately address all fruly significant issues that might reasonably be expected to be relevant
to the application, prior to action on the application, even if meaningful consideration might need
to await some additional development of information from Fukushima. This would seem to be
particularly appropriate with respect to proceedings involving Mark | boiling water reactors.

For the preceding reasons, and because the reactor at the Pilgrim plant is a Mark | BWR like the
Fukushima reactors, | find this proceeding to be one that would not fall within those cases
involving “licenses that the NRC issues before completing its [Fukushima] review.”"® The
existing Pilgrim operating license will, of course, remain in effect until issuance of an ultimate
decision on the renewal application. Thus any possible harm to the Applicant, resulting from

- allowing for consideration of Fukushima-related matters in some manner prior to a final decision
on the application, should be minimized. Moreover, it would seem to be in a/f parties’ interests
to timely assure either that Fukushima-related information would not negatively impact the
Pilgrim EIS and/or SAMA analysis and conclusions, or that any potential problems could be
effectively identified, addressed and, as appropriate and possible, mitigated.

In any event, it would be desirable to provide some reasonable mechanism for infdrming parties

when the time is ripe for filing new Fukushima-related contentions. See Callaway, CLI-11-05,
74 NRC at __ (slip op. at 36).
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