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February 14, 1984

,

Mr. Nunzio Pallidino -

Chairman
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H St., N.W. . .

*
Washington, D.C. 20555

'

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Because of time limits, I was unable to explore more deeply a number
of questions I had regarding the Commission's testimony before the
Subcommittee on Energy and the Environment. I would therefore
appreciate having the Commission's response to the following
questions:

1) In relation to the NRC's Inspection and Enforcetent activities,

gpN please provide a breakdown of the fees being paid to the Co= mission
for the issuance of any license or permit and for the inspection of
any utility during the most recent fiscal year.

2) The Commission indicated, in reply to my question regarding fees,

M/M that no charges were being assessed by the co= mission for quality

[[hgassurance7qualitycontrolinspectionsofvendors.-Eow do you justify this in light of the fact that a substantial
portion of y'our I & E budget increases are being attributed to
the need for stepped up quality assurance / quality control
activities?

-Is it the Commission's view that quality assurance / quality
control is solely a public benefit?

-Isn't it likely that the licensee receives a benefit in the
assurance that the vendor's product is more likely to meet
specifications with these inspections?

*'
-Is. the vendor not also receiving a benefit in that their
product's quality becomes enhanced through these inspections,
thereby creating greater market acceptance as to the soundness of
the product?

.

d b4 3) Please elaborate on the Commission's consideration of a rulemakinc:,
~

which in essence would put a cap on fees ecliected f rom licensees.
Your answer should include the rationale behind the consideration cf
this rule; all available information on how such a rule would be
structured, the present status of the rulemaking process, and the
timetable for ccmpleting action on this proposal.
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4) Regarding'the TMI-2 cleanup:

ggg In the attachment to your testimony, the Ccmp.ission indicated that
voluntary pledges f rom utility companies for the cleanup of TMI-2 had5/1 not reached the necessary $100 million level.

// -Can you provide information as to what the present fundin.g level| ,

of the pledge fund is? '

.

-Are there any regulations as to how the disbursement of cleanup.

funds is made? '

-Can you explain more fully the nature and extent of the Japanese
involvement in the TMI-2 cleanup?
-What new approaches would the Commission offer to Congress for
the cleanup of TMI-27

I would appreciate your prompt attention to these questions and look
forward to your reply.

Warm regards.

Sine rely, ).
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' BJ e F. Vento
| P mber of Congress
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Question 9. Congressman Vento expressed concern at the March 2
hearing about who bears the cost of the NRC's regulatory

l. .,
activities. Please answer the following related questions:

(a) From the time an applicant publicly announces the
Y

intent to build a nuclear power plant, what is the totalw
~ cost of the NRC's licensing process leading to a final

b decision on a construction permit application? How much
of this total is paid by the applicant?

(b) From the time an NRC construction permit is issued.
.

. - what is the total cost of the NRC's licensing activities
leading to a final decision on an operating license? How
much of this total is paid by the applicant?

-

- (c) What portion of the NRC's reactor inspection costs
are borne by the licensee during construction? During

[g operation? What portion of NRC's vendor and contractors
[ 'Q inspections are borr.e by the vendors or contractors?

.

fV J What is the NRC's rationale for not requiring the licensees
to bear the full costs of these inspections?

,

/^ ,

' Answer (a) In the NRC cost recovery program the cost incurred in
' the review of an application for a construction permit was

j2 determined and this cost was used as an upper limit for theg-
Q) V fee schedule developed by the Commission in FY 1977. Under

})g0,gF / the fee program a licensee would be assessed a charge based
3 on actual cost up to $1,069,000. Since the current fee

I A schedule was developed costs have risen substantially, e.g.,
approximately 50% for the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation,
however, recovery is still limited to $1,069,000. It is the

3 NRC's intent to reassess the costs of licensing and inspection
k b- in the near future and where appropriate adjustments will bei/ made. It should be noted that none of the Commission's costsj(\

4,,,h associated with generic licensing, standards development
and research are included in fees.* .n

pf #h, (b) The average cost of reviewing an application for an

v%" operating license is $1,024,500. Licensees are assessed fees
I based on actual review costs up to a limit of $1,024,500.'

hob'g Operating license fees were developed on the same basis as
p fees for constructien permits.

'

L (c) At the time the current fee schedule was developed in
,

F FY 1977, inspection costs associated with a constructionbj permit were approximately $160,000 and $290,000 for ang cperating license. These costs were used as the upper limit
in the NRC schedule of license fees. Licensees pay inspection
costs up to these limits.
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Question & Answers -2-

Vendors ar.d contractors pay none of the costs incurred
in inspections. The Commission's schedule of fees is
based on guidance from Court decisions involving the
FCC's license fee program. Both the FCC and idRC derive their
statutory authority for cost recovery from the Independent
Offices Appropriation Act of 1952. Court guidance provided
that fees must be assessed to an applicant for specific
measurable services. Since vendors in the Licensee Contractor
and Vendor Inspection Program (LCVIP) do not file applications
or requests for licenses or approvals, the tiRC is unable to
assess the vendor for inspections.
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