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Ecology Task Force _ (%)

Southern California Ecumenical Council o
Post Office Box 32305, Los Angeles, California 90032 o1 21 p3:27
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Secretary by o
Nuclear Regulatory Commission :;v:,:':-)[f'u?uafg R o '
Washington DC, 20555 PadAUSEY i -~

’ 53»‘-"5'31@

Subject: 53 FR 167:32914, Proposals to a. Incineration of Waste 0il

Gentlemen:

There has been for some time in the religious community & group of
people gedicated to preserving the environment, which we see as the sign of
God's creation. Your proposal to allow the burning of waste oil, contaminated
with nuclear material, and throwing that nuclear garbage into the air to spread
poisonous materials with various half-lives across the land is a sin. Your
suggestion that there will only be a slight increase of damage over what you
already allow routinely from the plants is small comfort. We want you to *ake
charge of the poisoning of the planet and stop these practices which are only
leading to the death of the biosphere.

Your further statement that burning represents a cost advantage over
other disposal options adds insult to injury. We already know that there is
a lot of money involved in nuclear energy production and that a few people are
making fortunes in the waste management business. If you were really concerned
about saving money, you would shut down the wheole industry tomorrow or at least
you would make sure no more plants are constructed. At this point, with billions
of dollars invested, safe disposal of the oil takes precedence over the cost.

%/ G. Cohen

convenor
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Secretary b e
U.S. Nuclear regulatory Commission (‘3’.‘3" '

Washington, D.C. 2055%
Attention: Docketing and Service Branch
Dear Secretary:

This letter transmits our comments on proposed rulemaking by the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) concerning disposal of waste oil by incineration,
as published in the Federal Register, Vol. 53, No. 167, August 29, 1988,

The proposed rule, in the form of an amendment to 10 CFR 20.305, would allow
for onsite incineration of radicactively contaminated waste o0ils by nuclear
power plants, provided that "the total radloactive effluents from the
facility, including the effluents from such incineration must conform to the
requirements of Appendix I to Part 50...%, which provides for a design
objective of 15 millirems/yr. to any organ of an individual in an
unrestricted area.

The [984 petition by the Edison Electric Institute, et al proposed that
onsite incineration could be performed such that the dose to an individual
member of the general public would be no greater t4an | millirem/yr.

Further, NRC nuclear plant licensees with existing license amendments
allowing incineration of waste ©il have been maintaining effluents at levels
with projected offsite doses of no more than !5 microrems/yr., or 1,000 times
lower than the 10 CFR 50, Appendix I design objective.

It would seem that since offsite dose projections can be reasonably limited
te less than 1 millirem/yr., or even 15 microrems/yr., it would be
appropriate for the NRC to maintain the 10 CFR 50, Appendix I design
criterion of 13 millirems/yr. for nuclear plants with waste oil incinerators,
but alse require that the incineration effluents be limited such that
profanstad rfrits doses are o greata. thon 1 millirem/yr.. which ja wel?
% thnsg o recscnadly achlevabls tevel of practice and consonant wiih the
ALARA principle.
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Secretary
October 13, 1988
Page 2

Regarding the nonradiological aspects of the proposed rule, we solicited
comments of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Air Quality
Division, which are enclosed for your information and consideration.

Very truly yours,

Liw & Jrgn—
Lee E, Jager, P.E., Chief

Bureau of Environmental
and Occupational Health

LEJ/GBT

Enclosure

¢: Robert Miller, AQD, DNR
James Cleary, LLRWA, DMB

Y S ST R T T Ne-paat
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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCFES

R
INTEROFFIGE COMMUNICATION Michinag mg ,Y,g&
UCT 07 1988
October 3, 1968 ‘;,*,{'éfﬁ %@vag‘ g.ENTA&
TR TEALTH - pf

TO: George Bruchmann, Chief, Division of Radiological Health,
Department of Public Health

FROM: Robert Miller, Chief, Air Quality Division
Departwent of Natural Resources

SUBJECT: Proposed rule for burning waste oil at nuclear power plants

We have reviewed the August 29, 1988, Federal Register regarding
exemption of incineration of waste oil generated at a nuclear power
plant at the plant site, The following are our comments.

1. They are proposing that the exemption would be allowed if the
dose of radiation did not exceed ! mrem/year. This would result
in an increased cancer risk of 0.l per million populationm.
However, this does not include any impact from the emission of
heavy metals that this agency considers to be carcinogenic.

2. Each specific site would need to be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis. An air use permit application would need to be obtained
from the Michigan Air Pollution Control Commission prior to the
installation ¢f any incineration equipment,

3. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission stated that the Environmental
Protection Agency exempted waste oll from the requirements of
hazardous waste disposal. This 1is true in most cases, but some
waste oils can be a hazardous waste if certain parameters are
exceaded. Onsite disposal of hazardous waste(s) would require
approval under the RCRA and state hazardous waste rules and
regulations. We have no data to uscertain what the expected
level of metal contamination would typically be for a waste oil
generated from a nuclear power plant.

In conclusion, even though the level of increased risk from
radiocactivity may be acceptable, it 1is not possible to determine
whether the total risk from the emission of all possible carcinogens
would be acceptable. A full review for each specific 2ase would need
tv be done, Parhaps the Was Juould menrion that othew f:ideral, state,
and/or lor<l cegulations must be complied witn, and chat their
exemption does not override other requirements.

1f you have questions regarding the above, please contact Dave Ferrier

at 373-7085, or myself at 373-7029. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on these proposed rules.

cc: Al Howard, WMD

Taale
0 () D S
RPM:DAF: ja N /7”/l
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The Secretary of the Carmission
U, 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

References: 1) Permi 2
NRC Docket No, 50-341
NRC License No, NPF-43

2) Proposed Rule on Disposal of Waste Oil by
Incineration, Federal Register Vol, 53, io. 167,
dated August 29, 1988 (FR Doc. 88~19545)

Subject: Detroit Edison's Comments on the Proposed Rule on the

The Nuclear Requlatory Commission has proposed to amend its
requlations to permit the onsite incineration of slightly contaminated
waste oils generated at licensed nuclear power plants without the need
to specifically amend existing Part 50 operating licenses. This
proposed action would help ensure that the limited capacity of
licensed regional low-level waste burial grounds is used more
efficiently while maintaining releases from operating .wuclear power
plants at levels which are "as low as is reasonably achievable" as
required by 10CFR Part 58, Appendix I. Incineration of this class of
waste would be carried out in full compliance with Cammission
requlations restricting the release of radiocactive materials to the
envicorment that are currently in force at each operating nuclear
power plant, This proposed rule, if promulgated, would constitute a
partial granting of a petition for rulemaking (PRM~20-15) submitted by
Edison Electric Institute and Utility Nuclear Waste Management Group.

The Detroit Edison Company supports this amendment because it offers a
potentially useful method for the disposal of slightly contaminated
waste oils. The resulting effluents would not be exempt from the
talsting requirements of Appendix I of Part 580, Fermi 2 Technical
Ccxvifications specil, uimiting Condizions €0I Mieration waich incluae
dose limits 1or ~“Ilnents at ~al oeyond the site boundary wni the
assoclated monitoring and reporting requirements. Although tois
action may increase actual effluents, the radiocactivity in these
effluents would be accounted for against the existing iimits which

F ooy 9

- —
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The Secretary of the Camnission
October 21, 1988
NRC-88-0246

Page 2

cover total dose standards established for Fermi 2 which have been

determined to satisfy the "as low as is reasonably achievable"
criterion,

Based on these considerations, the incineration of slightly
contaminated waste oils would not result in a significant increase in
the risk to the health, safety or well-being of the general public or
site personnel beyond those already assumed.

If there are any questions, please contact Mr. Amold Jaufman) at
(313) 586-4213,

Sincerely,

17 ’
o 77 /'/ /‘
JH s Sor =
cc: Mr, A, B, Davis /
Mr. R, C. Knop
Mr. W, G. Rogers
Mr. J. F., Stang
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State of New Jerse
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ‘
CN 41§ YL
Trenton, N.J. 086250418
(609) 9876402
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Jorge M. Berkowitz, Ph.D. Gerald P. Nicholls, Ph.D., Assistant Director

Director

Apyiosion Py
DOCAL £
October 76, 1988
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Secretary i VRSN 3T o - 20
U.8., Nuclear Regulatory Commission TRe T s BoREr R ] B - .
washington, D.C. 205585 @msawg

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Dear Sir:

In reference to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC)
proposed rule for the disposal of waste oil by incineration
published in the Federal Register on August 29, 1988, the New
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection's Bureau of Nuclear
Engineering (BNE) has reviewed the proposed rule and agrees with
the NRC pesition to amend 10 CFR 20.305 to allow radioactively
contaminated waste oils generated at a licensed nuclear power
reactor to be incinerated on-site.

An additional provision that BNE requests that the NRC
include in this revision of the code is that the licensee report
the volume of waste oil incinerated and the concentration(s) of
radionuclide(s) in the Semiannual Radicactive Effluent Release
Report (10 CFR 50.36a). The Semiannual Radiocactive Effluent
Release Report is an important document that the BNE uses for
its integrated surveillance program of nuclear generating
stations in New Jersey.

1f you have guestions regarding this matter, please contact
either Ms. Jennifer Moon or Mr. Duncan White of my staff at 609~
984-2032.
Sincerely,
//422;4¢¢ﬁ$¢";:;“‘a;‘:"‘ZL/
Gerald P. Nicholls, Ph.D.
Assistant Director

(B! 7. Moon, BNT
D. Whi+t=, BNE

DW: LS

New Jersey s an Equal Opportunity Employer
Recveled Paper
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Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Authority
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Robert Bernstein, M.O,, F.A.C.P, 1100 West 49th Street Robert A. MacLean, M.D.
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Secretary E B @ nggs‘,’;

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
¥ashington, D.C, 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch
Dear Sir:

We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide input or the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission's (NRC) proposed rule on the disposal of waste oil by
incineration. Staff of the Bureau of Radiation Control have reviewed the
document and offer the following comments for consideration:

1) In general, we agree with the concept of incineration of waste oil, as
long as provisions are made for proper disposal of the ash and sludge.
We are also in favor of other non-hazardous methods (with adequate
technical rationales) for reduction of the volume of waste that is
required to go to a low=level radicactive waste site.

2) The background information on the proposed rule indicated that
releases to the cenvironment from the incineration of waste oil would
have an inconsequential radiological impact (less than one millirem
per year), The basis for the impact statement was unclear. The NRC
should develop an acceptable method for demonstrating that the dose to
a8 member of the general public will not exceed the reference dose.
Currently available dose assessment computar codes could be used for
this purpose.

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact us.

DiVlu ;\. AL 5ol reiat
dureau of Radiation Contro:

ce: Joel O, Lubenau
State Agreements Program
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OCN PROPOSED RULE, DISPOSAL OF WASTE OIL BY INCINERAT 453 J;RVV‘
FED., REG. 32914 (AUGUST 25, 1988

fetober 20, 1988

The NRC in this proposed rule would amend 10 COFR 20.30% to
Al10w ONSite ancanerition Of waste 0ils contoaminated with
£light Imounts Of radioacdtivity at nuclear power raactor sites,
This proposed rule would @liminate the nees to amend the
CPETratiIng licenses OF NUClear POWEr Facilities tO0 Aallow onsite
inginerakr;on,. A% 1% NOW the Ccase,

JORE CcppPOsSEs this PPOPOSed rule, It would deerive mempers of
the PUblic OF their right under Section (8%a of the J[tomic
E ergy ACt t0U O hearing oOn an  Qperatinn  liCense amengment,
jeambers OF the »2ublic who mé, be affected by the onsite
ingineraticn Of whste 0ils Bhould have the right tOo Particaipate
ATt 4 hEeArang ON the nerits of the proposed action, The
Seightened Icrutany ANVOlvVed in & licens. amendment hearing, as
well a8 that resulting from case-2y=-Ccase starff avaluation,
g@rves O useful PUrpose in assuring that the licensee complies
with all applicable regulatary requirements and thot the public
health and safety will b® protectred,

OQCRE Ql%0 18 concerned that amending the rule now, prior %0 a
final derermination oFf the °*below reguiatory concern’ issue,
may o@® O wasted effort and may not serve the best interests of
| the Publiaic, The draft regulatory analysis states that the
PropOsed TUle may be syuperceded by future actions on  BRC
POlicy, The analysis Gls0 identified deferment cf action on
the pPetition (PRM-I@8~18) unktil analysis of comments on the BRC
agvanced notrace of proposed rulemaking 18 completed as  an
| SPrion, The analysis also noted that the EPA 18 considering
| standards or guidance on BRC levels oOr dJoses, [t would be rfar
Detrer t0 Aawait the development of o complete and comeremensive
| ERC PBlily by both EPR and NRC before allowing by generic
"UlIeMakIiNg ONS1:® wWaste O3l incainerataion,

The proposed rulr and draft regulatory analysis asdentify o

) numeer Of deficiencies in the PetitiOn sSubmitted by the ubtility

} qrouB, At the completion of BRC Policy de..lopment, the

| PetitioNers should be Qiven the opportunity 0. supplemens ar s

| rTeBEUDMIt their petiti0n €0 0% tO BUPPly the needed information

| and analyses, 2.8, ‘the complete characterization of
Quantities and concentrations of contoaminated luste 0il' (drarft

{ regulatory analysis, P, 4), Absent such specifics, the

| Wag=m; - 8@ BVAlUGLION 08 1% NOW TEQUITEd Shrough the 14 _enss

| NENEMINE SP20v e FROULD QOTiLaM~

| It 198 stated that the 1ncineration would either Le Jirried out

| in Ehe licensed’'s oauxiliary boiler or in a specially

fomstructed onsite ncinerator, it does not appea™ that

Jonsiderarion of use Of the auxiliary boiler for thas PUTrpOsSe

08 been suUufFficiently examined, It 1235 likely that use of the

 RTITIe T 2
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ddmiliaary poiler FOr ingin@ration aof contaminated waste Oil
AACANETALION WOUld result in contaminataon of a part of  the
Plant not Otherwise subJect *0 contamination, The affects of
tRi% QOPBTALIiON ON the ultimate Jecommissionsng of whe racility,
and on  the volume of low level waste resulting from
deCOMMIEEI0ONANG, JO@E NOEt aPPRAr 0 have been examingd, NOr is
there an  analysas Of occoupational radiation exposure from
incineration 4in the auxiliory posler, ar  of the costs of
2StAR1AGHAANG the Quxi1lidry pOsler and surroundang plant areas
U8 4 radiation zone, These Factors need t0 be examined before
ANCANEBTrAtion Can be Sai1d t0 have 4 het benefit,

A& mOre COMPrenensive Cconsideration of overall environmental
faceors Ond goals may Als0 wOrk to preclude incineration as the
@8t opPetion, OQOCRE believes that recycling (i1,8,, reprocessing)
th® WARE® 011 May be@ <¢he hest treatment method, This would
conserve our limited, nenrenewable petroleum resources and
wAUlw 2liminate the release of COMBUSLIAN Products o0 the

acmosphere, includgang thOSE Whidth might exQcerbate the
Jreenncuse effecr, The development or smali-scale, Rk PR 2
reCYyCiaNg Processes LAy b@® the best way tO treat twa O0dil, Uneal
U COPOBaIlity 15 deéeveloped, $tOTrAN® the 01l Sn¢ate, wiek

SERTORTIGLEe Faire protection and leakage prevention and coners)
measures, should cve encouri3ed, OCRE believes that this 1% tke
envaronmentally preferred option, Sance the NRC admits that
the Proposed rule may result an grearer amounts af waste o041l
beinNg 1NCinerated than wiuld Otherwise bLHe the case (53 FR
32918 the PropOsed rule Would discourage storage for eventual
recyclaing, This would be contrary to the Congressional gpoal
d@clarea in the Narional Environmental POlicy ACt: to ‘*enmance
thEe Uality OF Tenewable rescources and AaPProach the maxamum
atvainibie recyciing of deplerable resources,’ &2 use
#3J1(bY (&)

“Rspecerylly submitted,

PP, P » o

Susan L, Haatt

JURE Representative
S27% Hunson Rooag
MeNntor, OM we@bE
(a16) 258-3138

Lo
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October 20, 1988

8 ocT 24 N1 29

Wochs i e
Mr. Samuel J, Chilk, Secretary L RRaN
U.8. Nucliear Regulatory Commission . ALYES Ciaen
Washington DC 20555 it GUNBER =
5N s “'\J‘;z 4+ \ «‘2«9—..,.
Attn: Docketing and S.rvice Branch S3IFFR 3&[/})

Dear Mr, Chilk:

Subject: Proposed Rule to Permit the Disposal of Waste Oil by Incineration
{53 Fed. Reg. 32914, August 29, 1988)

This presents Commonwealth Edison Company's (Edison) comments on the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NR(C) proposal to permit licenses to
incinerate waste oils slightly contaminated with radioactive materials,
Edison supports tha proposed rule as far as it gues but suggests that it be
modified to apply ite principles to multi-unit licensees.

Edison agrees that, in general, waste oils contein guch low levels of
radioactive materials that the incineration of such oils would not have any
significant effect on the public health and safety. Under these conditions,
no useful purpose appears to be served by requiring individual, site-specific
analyses of incineration under 10CFR 50,59. At most, one generic 50.59
analysis should suffice.

Also, it is not clear that Appendix I to Part 50 should apply., at
least not to each individual incineration episode. Appendix I applies to
continuous releases of radionuclides during normal operation, 1In general,
waste pil burning will be episodic and not continuvous. Under those
conditions, even if Appendix I does provide suitable effluent limits, those
limits should not have to be satisfied for each burn but, rather, for the
yearly average effluents just as if the incineration had been levelized over
the year. Such averaging would treat incineration releases like the usual,
continuous plant releases to which Appendix I applies.

Other disposal methods suggested by petitioners Edison Electrice
Institute and the Utility Nuclear Waste Management Group (EEI/UNWME) were
rejected by the NRC for ilack of adequate analysis of the hazardous
non-radioactive materials in the oil., This rejection was improper because it
is based on too broad a reading of the NRC's jurisdiction. The NRC's
jurisdiction is limited to public health, safety and the environment as
affected by the radioactive properties of materials regulated by the NRC under
the Atomic Energv Act. Once the MRC t),.3¢ that arv Aienngal mathod does not
prregent an undue radietiva Tisx to the public health and gafety Lle NRC vua
approve tnat «i:posal methoa subjict Le Sae tporovod 9t such disposal by other
agencies responsible for regulating the hazardous materials in the
contamiaated v.is, Therefore, the NRC should reconsider the other disposal
methods proposed by EEI/UNWMG and approve any of them which do not present an
undue radiologic risk.

- BF-He2vt T2
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There is also no reason why off-site incineration cannot he approved
in a manner which addresses the NRC's concerns, To the extent that ash
residues may contain significant guantities of radioactive materials or toxic
metals, the NRC should condition the approval of incineration on the disposal
of those ashes at a suitable facility.

Finally, the proposed rule unnecessarily restricts the incineration
of oil to an incinerator on the site where it was generated. This restriction
places an unnecessary burden on a multi-site utility. As long as incineration
at & site does not exceed Appendix I limits, it makes no difference what plant
or plants the oil come from. ALARA would still be satisfied. Indeed, as long
as Appendix I is satisfied, the oil need not even come from another facility
owned by the same licensee., Therefore, proposed 10CFR20.305(b)(1) should be .
amended to substitute for the phrase "on the site where generated" the phrase !
“any reactor site."

Thany you for giving us this opportunity to comment on this issue.

Sincerely Yuvuia

-;:ziézvt}*'f?;LZE£2Z~wi3

Henry E. Bliss
Nuclear Licensing Manager

tf
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POSTOFF BRBOX 2951 « BEAUMOBNT TEXAS 77704
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October 21, 1988
RBC « 29073
File Code G9,23
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et
Secretary of the Commission iy b ;
U, 8§, Nuclear Regulatory Commission PME L e s R D

Washington, D.C. 20444 I 4 52779

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch
| Gentlemen:

Gulf States Utilities Company (GSU) 1s pleased to comment on the
Commission's proposad rule (53FR32914, dated August 29, 1988) 'Disposal
of Waste 01l by Incineration.” GSU supports this proposed rule with the
following comments:

| 1, The third paragraph of the proposed rule, states in part: "This
would be done in practice through a limited modification of the
offsite dose calculation manual (ODCM) and the semi-annual effluent
reports," The word "limited" should be deleted., The effort
required to make any change to the ODCM is often extensive.

»ro

.~ The changes to Part 20, paragraph 20.305 treatment or disposal by
incinera.ion and specifically subparagraph 20,305(b) (1) provide for
onsite waste oill incineration but no provisions have been made to
transfer contaminated oil to an offsite facility for incineration.
Subparagraph 10CFR20,305(b) (1) should be revised to include

| provisions for onsite incineration and/or transfer of contaminated

| oil to an offsite licensed vendor for incineration and subsequent
| burial of any residue,

GSU appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed rule.

Sincerely,
«r ! il
"Jd. Be BoOOkea

Manager~Liver Bend Uvera.ght
River Bend Nuclear Group

|
JEB/LASDHW/KNC/do
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October 20, 1988

Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20585 DOCKET NUts 8
ROPOSED 2L

E? 3R

A ol

e e T 1

— Y TR

Re: 53 FR 167: 32914 %\3#&3.:99

Dear Sir:

We strongly oppose the NRC approval of a proposal to allow on-
site incineration of radicactive waste oil from nuclear power
plants., (53 TR 167:32914).

We believe radiation +~eleased during normal operation of
nuclear power plants exceeds the public interest, and causes
harmful health effects Lo human and animal/vegetable life. We
believe that incineration would increase radicactive particle
releases and possibly other hazardous effluents.

Much _publicity is presently being given to the Department of
Energy's callous disregard for public health in regard to
operations at Hanford, Savannah River and Fernald locations.
There are also official investigations under way concerning the
health effects of releases from nuclear power plants. The NRC
should not court further public criticism by compromising its
regulatiors on health and safety for the small economic benefit
which might be gained by the requesting utility.

Sincerely,

(:::725224449 49&”“-

Patricia Blrn1e
Co-Director

- POBIX 908 /COLUMBIA,MD/RI0H
(@01 38l-R714 /435401
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October 27, 1988
£300-88-0473
Secretary
U,S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Jashington, D.C, 20555 VAT RSN 4
M . 30
ATTENTION: Docketing and Service Branch (53 ER 3;7,9

Dear Sir or Madam:

Subject: GPU Nuclear Corporation (GPUN) comments
Proposed Rule for Disposal of Waste 011 by
Incineration (53 FR 32914)

GPUN has reviewed the Nuclear Requlatory Commission's proposed regulation as
published in the above noted Federal Register dated August 29, 1988, We affer
the following comments which aadress several issues i1dentified in that
rulemaking,

We support the aaditional flexibility provided by the proposed rule which
would permit the onsite incineration of contaminated waste o1ls generated ac
nuclear power plants, However, 10 CFR 20.305(c) repcresents an area of concern
which may restrict the usefulness of the proposed rule., Several states (such
as lNew Jersey), under their individual Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) programs, classify waste o1l as a hazardous waste, Incineration of
this o1l may reauire application for a Treatment, Storage or Disposal facility
permit in addition to rigorous administrative, testing ana air modeling
requirements in order to amend existing air pollution permits, Radioactively
contaminated hazardous waste, hetter known as mixed waste, 1S expected to be
regulated by New Jersey in the latter part of 1989, The mixwu waste program
requirements are anticipated to mirror the existing RCRA reauirements, which
for incineration may include trial burns for a determination of contaminant
and product of combustion destruction efficiency, ash analysis and disposal
requirements, etc.

§4-Lid 5O 4
v

15B2f /
GPU Nuclesr Corporation is a subsichary of General Public Utlihes Ce rporation
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Related to mixed waste/RCRA/ air pollution control 1ssues ang the different
state program reouirements 1§ whether the Commission might consiger modifying
1ts groposed rule tn clarify that incineratinn may occur at the site where
generated, at a common utility-operated site for ut‘lities with multiple
reactor sites or at a vendor facility with a radioactive materials license,

Df course, this suggestion introduces concerns regarding transport of the
waste 01l to states with less stringent (than New Jersey) programs and related
Department of Transportation sMpping reguirements,

We appreciate this opportunity to comment nn the proposed regulations and hope
that these comments assist tne Commission when drafting the final regulations.

4
-

. Ly Sullawvay/ Jr,
icensing & R¥qulatory Affairs,
Jirector

JLS/LK/Im]
cc: CARIRS - TMI & OC
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
October 28, 1988
Page 2

In fact, during consideration of the original 1984 petition,
EE1/UNWMG addressed this issue in responding to a goint raised by
a commentor., This response, however, is essentially ignored in
the NRC notice.

The foregoing notwithctanding. EEI/UNWMG are of the view
that the proposed rule is a step in the right direction, and we
support its adoption. The following comments are offered to
assist in maximizing the usefulness of the regulation.

First, proposed section 20.305(b) (1) serves to define waste
oils as "water immiscible organic hydrocarbons used principally
as lubricants or hydraulic fluids...that have been contaminated
in the course of operation of a nuclear power reactor...." There
is no reason, however, to exclude synthetic, cutting, penetrat-
ing, insulating, and other classes of oil from the category of
material which may be incinerated, provided that the other
conditions imposed by the rule (e.g., compliance with Appandix I
to Part 50), are met.. Accordingly, to eliminate the possibility
for confusion, section 20.305(b) (1) should be revised in the
finai rule to specifically include within the definition of
"waste oil"

Orgaric or synthetic hydrocarbons used

pr ncipallg for their lubricating, cooling,
or irsulating properties or as hydraulic
fluids...that have become contaminated in
the course of the operation or maintenance of
a nuclear power reactor....

Second, as prornsed, section 20.305(b) (1) provides for
incineration of waste oil "on the site where generated."
Similarly, section 20.305(b)(3) refers to authorization of
"onsite waste oil inzineration." The term "site," however, is
not defined. For purposes of c’arity, the term "site" should be
specifically defined in the regulation as that region within the
"site boundary;" where "site boundary" is defined as "that line
beyond which the lani is neither owned or leased nor otherwise
controlled by the licensee." (See e.9. Standard Radicleoaical

weifications

Effluent Technical §: for Beiling Water Reactors,
section 1.14 (NUREG-)133, September, 1982).)

Third, while it is clear from the discussion accompanying
the proposed rvl2 zz & whnle, specific references are only to
indinatatlion "carried out e1thes 4N the livansed's exisiing
ggxlligxx_b;ilgl_gl-‘nhiggrafo if available, or in an onsite

‘acility specificaily mmmmm_tm:_mmm-" (pee 53
Fad., Reg. 32914, 32916 (emphasis added).) To aveoid any con-
fusi;n, cthe statement of considerations accompanying the
promulgation of the final rule should specifically note that



Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
October 28, 1988
Page 3

boilers on the site other than “nuxiliari boilers" (g.g., central
station power plant boilers) and mobile incinerators may be
utilized.

Fourth, section 20.305(b) (1) provides in part,

The licensee shall report any chnngol or
additions to the information supplied under
section 50.34 and 50.34a of this chapter
associated with this incineration pursuant to
section 50.71 of this chapter, as aggro-
priate, The licensee shall also follow the
procedures of section 50.59 of this chapter
with respect to such changes tc the facility
or procedures.

Similar to the situation discussed in the preceding comment, it
is clear from the entire discussion accompanying the proposed
rule, and the proposed rule itself, that the regulation is not
intended to impose requirements for cost benefit analysis for
incineration equipment, pursuant to section 50.34a. It is
equally clear that the rule doees not intend that licensees
perform analyses under section 50.59 to determine if the burning
of waste oil, in and of itself, constitutos an unreviewed safety
gquestion. It would be helpful, however, if the statement of
considerations accompanying promulgation of the final rule
clarified these points, 1In particular, with respect to section
50.59, the statement should specify that analysis directed at
determining whether or not an unreviewed safety question exists
nead only address whether or not site specific equipment and
procedural alterations present an unreviewed safoty question, and
that it need not address the burning of the waste oil itself.

Subject to the above comments, EEI/UNWMG encourage the
prompt adoption and promulgation of the proposea rule. If you
have any questions or if we may be of further assistance, please
do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

Kearney
\. _ .~senior vice rresident

JIK/bfm
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The Secretary of the Commission Hamen
U.8, Nuclear Regulatory Commission him g
Washington, DC 20555 QUSRI | - 1" S

ATTENTION: Docketing and Service Branch ébﬁ'& 3ag/v)

Subject: Disposal of Waste Oil by incineration
Proposed Rule
Duke Power Comments

Dear Sir:

In the Federal Register (53FR32914) dated August 29, 1988, the Nuclear
Recnulatory Commission published formxtaprmmhtomuc
regqulations to permit the onsite incineration of s y contaminated waste
oils generated at licensed nuclear power plant without the need to
specifically amend existing Part 50 opereting licenses,

Duke Power Company has reviewed the subject NRC proposed rule and, in general,
supports the camission's proposal pertaining to the disposal of waste cil by
incineration. However, the following points need to be clarified:

1. 'The proposed rule pemmits the onsite incineration of waste oil generated
at that site. The term "site" is not defined, For purposes of clarity,
the term “"site" should be specifically defined in the regulation.

Duke Power proposes that the new rule permit the incineration to be
withintl’nuite . This will provide consistency in the use of the temm
Vonsite disposal". site boundary is the fenced area of the station,

Using the site boundary to encampass the allowed disposal area will give

a more consistent definition of what is considered onsite and what is
considered offsite.

2. The proposed rule only addresses the incineration "carried out either
in the licensee's existing auwxiliary boiler or incinerator, if available,
or in an onsite facility specifically constructed for this purpose”.

Duke Power proposes that the final rule should permit the use of mabile
incinerators,

&
.

e final rule should specity that the 40,59 analvsis 18 to determine
whe'ther or not »a waeoioeewd safety Quection exists in rogpect o
sitr~specific equipment and procedural changes, not the burning of the
weate oll itself.

R T L (4






Secretary of the Commission
Octcber 25, 1988
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Jow F. Colvin R i
feac . ve Vice Prescnn! &
Net Losroing Onoer October 28, 1988 @
Mr. Samue) J. Chilk '
Secretary OCKET HUBED
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission '{Cv"Ft"V; i)
Washington, DC 20555 “mhbwhmtﬁgﬁf%gﬁ52>
ATTENTION: Docketing and Service Branch

SUBJECT:  NRC Proposed Rulemaking. "Disposal of Waste 041 by Incineration”
53 FR 32914; (August 29, 1988)

Dear Mr. Chilk:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Nuclear Management and
Resources Council, Inc. (NUMARC) in response to the above-captioned proposed
rulemaking. NUMARC is the organization of the nuclear power industry that
is responsible for coordinating the combined efforts of all utilities licensed
by the NRC to construct or operate nuclear power plants, and of other nuclear
industry organizations, in all matters involving generic regulatory polic
issues, and on the regulatory aspacts of generic operational and technics
issues affecting the nuclear power industry. Every utility responsible for
constructing or operating a commercial nuclear power plant in the United
States 1s a member of NUMARC. In addition, NUMARC’s members include major

arcg1toct-ong1noor1ng firms and all of the major nuclear steam supply system
vendaors,

NUMARC supports the proposed rule that would authorize the disposal of
waste o1l by incineration. We feel, however, that the following points of
clarification should be incorporated in the final rule,

o The discussion of the proposed rule states that “the incineration
could be carried out either in the licensee’s existing auxiliary
boiler or incinerator, if available, or in an onsite facility
specifically constructed for this purpose.” The final rul: should
be clarified to state that mobile incinerators .ay be used.

0 The type of waste oil that can be incinerated under the proposed
rule is not specifically defined. As presently stated, the oil is
to be "water immiscible organic hydrocarbons used principally as

lubricants and hydraulic fluids." The fina) rule should be clarified
to specify that:

synthetic oils can bte incinerated;

cutting, penetrating, and other classes of oils can be
incinerated; and

4R1H6020F



Samuel Chilk
October 28, 1988
Page 2

industry does not have to segregate materials that are non-
waste oils (solvents, degreasers, grease, diesel fuels, etc.)
from the waste oil to be able to dispose of the waste oil in
accordance with this rule.

o The proposed rule states that the waste oil must have been
“contaminated in the course of operation of a nuclear power reactor."
The proposed rule should be amended to state that oils used in
"maintenance” at the plant can be incinerated.

o 1f a waste oil segregation program is required to separate organic
0oils from synthetics and maintenance cutting and penetrating oils from
oils generated in operations, consideration should be given to a
segregation program similar to the Environmental Protection Agency’s
for implementation of their hazardous waste burning rule,

In conclusion, we urge the Commission to adopt this rule in a timely
manner incorgorating the above modifications so that this disposal option is
provided with necessary and appropriate regulatory stlbllit{ and certainty.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed rulemaking.

Sincerely,
Jog F. Colvin
JFC:laf
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October 27, 1588

U, S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Controi Desk
Washington, D.C. 20655

Gent lemen:

Docket 50-305

Operating License DPR-43

Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant

Comments on Proposed Rule for Disposal oi Waste 0i1 by Incineration

References: 1) Federal Register Volume 53, No. 167, "Disposal of Waste 011 by
Incineration”, dated August 29, 1988,

Wisconsin Public Service Corporation (WPSC) has reviewed the proposed rule
regarding the disposal of waste oil by incineration as published in the Federal
Register on August 29, 1988 (reference 1) and is in general agreement with it,
The proposed rule would allow onsite incineration of contaminated waste oils
generated at nuclear power plants, subject to the following two conditions:

(1) the requivements of Appendix | to 10 CFR Part 50 would not be violated; and
(2) any solid residues resulting from incineration must be disposed of in
accordance with other applicable NRC regulations. Those conditions would
require a revision to the Updated Safety Analysis Report (USAR), a revision to
the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (0DCM), and inclusion of the quantities of
radioactive effluents released as a result of incineration in the Sami-Arnual
Effluent Release Report for the Xewaunee Nuclear Power Plant (KNPP). However,
these additional requirements are absolved by the resulting economic and
environmental benefits.

At present, the only generically approved disposal method for slightly con-
taminated waste oil is solidification or immobilization, packaging, and
transport to a 'icensed disposal facility for burial. The proposed rule would
provide several benefits, including: reservation of the limited capacity in
licensed disposal sites for wastes with higher levels of activity; reduction of

Fa ooy AN ﬂf)‘ L



Document Control Desk
October 27, 1988
Page 2

costs currently associated with disposal of waste oils at licensed disposal
facilities; and reduction of the present administrative efforts necessary to
acquire a license amendment to incinerate waste oils onsite. The.efore, due to
these economic and environmental benefits, WPSC is in favor of the proposed rule.

Sincerely,

/1L 4

C. R, Steinhardt
Manager « Nuclear Power

LAS/jms

cc « Mr, Robert Nelson, US NRC
US NRC, Region 111
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Nuclear Information and Resource SErvice.

1424 16th Street, NW., Suite 601, Washington, D.C. 20036 (202) 328-0002 Srz
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Nuclear Information and Resource Service
Comments on NRC Proposed Rule
10CFR20
Disposal of Waste 0il by Incineration
53 Federal Register 167:32914
October 28, 1988

Nuclear Information and Rescurce Service opposes at-rcactor
incineration of waste oil. It is beneficial to surrounding
communitic s, and thosc down wind and downsiream that some
operating reactors are not releasing as much radiocactivity as
their technical spec.fications allow. That accomplishment on
behalf of the reactor operators should not be rewarded with
permission to increase the ofrsite emmissions by allowing waste
0il to be burred onsite.

Citizens living around reactor sites should not be exposed to
more r:1iation than is already being released. Any exposure to
radiation increases the risks to the exposed population. Since
the application for at-reactor incineration did not give specific
information on doses to the public and levels of release to the
environment, how does the NRC know that levels will be low enough
to be under the technical specifications for all nuclear plante?
Further, as reactors age, the amount of radiation routinely
released could increace.

There are unanswered questions about the synergistic effects of
chemical and radicactive exposures. Despite EPA’s decision to
deregulate the oil from hazardous waste regulation, there are
chemicals present in the oil, If NRC is claiming that
incineration of the oil will'’88mé of those chemicals, specific
temperatures must be maintained throughout the incineraticn. Some
chemicals may not be des.royed but volatilized and liberated to
the environment via incineration. The health effects of
volatilized mixed hazardous and radiocactive waste gases have not
been adequately studied, estimated, and assessed.

The ash that will result from incineration of waste oils will
likely be hazardous waste, If the ash that results currently (in
the absence of waste o0il) in the boilers, is not hazardous or
radicactive, this adds a new dimension to the waste problem at

reactors, namely disposal of hazardous/radioactive incinerator
ash.
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NIRS opposes the current trend toward deregulation of waste and
increasing allowable exposures to radiation. By segmenting the
"low-level" waste stream into many different parts, and looking
plecemeal at each segment alone, the Commission is attempting to
justify deregulation and dispersal of nuclear waste and
radiocactivity throughout the environment.

This proposal and the ensuing BRC application should be rejected.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal and “or
your serious consideration of our position.

' '}, A
U/
{80
ersight Coordinator

Diane D'Arr
Regulatory
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Trojan Nuclear Plant
Docket 50-344
License NPF-1

Secretary

U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Docketing snd Service Branch
Waghington DC 20555

Dear 8ir:

Comments on Proposed Rulemaking,
“Disposal of Waste Oll by Incineration™,

Federal Rexister Volume 53, Wo. 167, Page 32,914 August 29, 1988

As the licensed operator of the Trojan Nuclear Power Plant, we have
experience with the contaminated oll disposal issue. At Trojan, the
contaminated oll is almost exclusively from the resctor coolant pumps, a
prevalent source throughout “he industry. Even though our contaminated
oll inventory has been historically low, we are concerned with the
potential for the oil to be declarel a "mixed waste" and thus limit its
disposal via solidification and burial at the Hanford low-level waste
disposal site. This has motivated us to ovaluate other disposal options.
our conclusion is that onsite incineratioc:: is the most logical disposal
method when consldering radiation protection, operational, engineering,
and economic factors. Thus, we are in strong agreement with the proposed
rulemaking.

Te further support the tenets of the rulemaking, we note that:

+ A preliminary review by onsite engineering at Trojan indicates
that modification of the start-up boiler for burning the oil is
feagible and can be accomplished at reasonable cost.

* The environmental impact ls barely perceptible as analysis
shows that the offsite dose is decades below the Trojan
cumulative dose Technical Specification limit which is based on
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50 (10 CFR 50),
Appendix I.

Our own industry survey provides convincing evidence that onsite inciner-
ation is a preferred and practlical disposal option for plants that have
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Mr, Samuel J. Chilk e
Secretary of the Commission uCht

P TR

U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Attn: Docketing and Sezvice Braach
Dear Mr. Chilk:

In accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Alir Act, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's proposed rule for the Disposal of Waste 011 by Incineration
(53 F2 32914), We recommend that NRC clarify two matters that relate to
EPA's programs.

First, the incineration of waste oil may require a permit under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). 1f the oll exhibits a
hazardeus characte istic and is treated by incineration, 40 CFR 264
applies, I1f the waste oil is burned for energy recovery, 40 CFR 266
applies. Some states have listed waste oil as a hazardous waste, and, in
thoee states, & RCRA permit to incinerate waste oil must be obtained by
NRC's licensees. PFurther, the ash after incineration needs to be
monitored for heavy metals, such as cadmium and arsenic, Lo determir-
vhether the ash is also subject to regulation under RCRA beceuse of a
hazardous waste characteristic,

Second, NRC's licensees must obtain approval for the irelease of
alrborne radlonuclides in compliance with the Clean Air Act. These
regulatione are found at 40 CFR 61, The NRC notice and proposed rule
should be modified to reflect the need for an EPA approval to construct
or modif{y the facility for the air emlssions of raaionuclides.

Both of these potential permic issues should be discussed in NRC's
Final Notice and Rule. 1f we may be of further assistance to the
Commission staff, please contact Dr, W. Alexander Williams (382-5909) of
my staff.

e

Sincerely,

wlll.

J‘P Richard E. Sanderson
Director
Office of Federal Activities
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Novembet' 18, 1988

Secretary
U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, DC 20555

Attn: Docketing and Service HBranch
Dear E8ir/Madam:

1 am writing on behalf of the Critical Mass Fnergy Project
of Public Citizen in order to comment on the proposed NRC
requlation (53 FR 167:32914-32919) to allow on-site incineration
of slightly contaminated waste oils generateé at licensed nuclear
power plants.

Public Citizen is a non-profit research and advocacy
organization founded by Ralph Nader in 1971 to address a wide
range of consumer and environmertal issues. Critical Mass is the
energy policy arm of Public Citizen.

We are opposed to the proposed regulation, and believe that
utilities should not be granted free lzconoo to incinyrate
radioactive waste oil. We are especially concerned because of
the context in which this is apparently being considered.
According to the Federal Register notice cited above, "The
Commission is currently considering this issue in the context of
a potertial policy statement that would identify a level of
radiation risk below which government regulation becomes
unwarranted" (p. 32916), and elsewhere (p. 32918) "the waste oil
is a potential candidate for being declared a 'below regulatory
concern' (BRC) waste."

We object on procedural grounde to the proposed regulation.
The issue of whether to declare a BRC policy has not yet been
resolved. The proposed regulation would constitute, however, a
de facto declaration of radioactive waste oil as a BRC waste «-
Fefore BRC has even been adopted as a policy. 1t is
unacceptable, in our opinion, to begin surreptitiocusly
implementing a policy piecemeal before it has been Jebated and
adopted as a policy per se. We thereafore urge on these
procedural grounds tEat. at a minir ., the BRC issue be addressed
and resolved in full as a matter of policy betore the
incineration of waste oil is considered.

Further, because we object on substantive grounds to the
aeneral concept of wastes being declared "below regulatory
concern,” we object “o the proposed regulation on substantive
grounde us well. As we ;ave reminded the Commission in the past,

215 Pennsylvania Ave. SE L) Washington, DC 20003 [) (202) 5464996
1 s>
({



T e ——

T T T ————— T —— P P T ——— E— — P —— R—— _— T T ———— .

November 18, 1988 Page 2

there is a large body of scientific avidence and much agreement
among scientists that there i{s no level of radiation exposure
which can be considered safe. In light of such evidence, we
believe the Commission would be abrogating i{ts responsibility to
protect public health and safety 1t°gt were to completely exempt
any class of radioactive waste from regulatory control.

Even if the sclentific evidence 4id point to a ievel of
radiation exposure below which there was no health risk (which it
does not), it still would not follow that establie-ing a category
of radiocactive waste "below regulatory concerr" (BRC) would be an
acceptable regulatory policy. 8ince with such a policy there
would be no accounting of where and in what quantity BRC wastes
were disposed of, they could literally end up anywhere, and the
Commiesion would lose the ability to control the level of
cumulative exposure experienced by the public «« which, in enblie
fealth terms, is what matters. Thus, even if there were a "safe"
level of exposure to radiation, a BRC policy would provide no way
to guarantee that such a level would not be exceeded. Given the
absence of any real scientific evidence of such a level in the
first place, a BRC declaration for radioactive wastes cannot, in
our opinion, be justified by an agency entrusted with protecting
the public health.

The proposed regulation to allow the incineration of
radiocactive waste olls is jurtified by the NRC on the grounds
that the increase of radioactive effluents (and therefore the
risks to the environment and to public health) will be slight and
the benefits to the utilities involved (in terms of dlsposal
costs) and to the Commiesion (in terms of ssved paperwork' will
be great. Such reasoning i3 an example of the irresponsible idea
that there exist levels of waste which can be considered “"below
regulatory concern."

6n these substantive grounds, as well on the aforementioned
procedural grounds, we urge that the Commission reject the
proposed regulation.

S8incerely,

L u 27
/91.25/{1&1
Scott Saleska
Nuclear waste Policy Analyst

Critical Mass Energy Project
of Public Citizen
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Ms. Catharine R, Mattsen
June 1, 1880
Page 2

The proposed rulemaking implies that the only options te on-site incineration
Are %0 maintain & avatue quo or walt for the EPA to establish relesse
oriteria. BRG's position 10 that the status quo hae not been maintained and an
appr-oved economical dizposal method 18 already in use and available.

[f SEQ can provide sasistance to the NRC op the petitioners in chis matter
please contact aither Bid Arrowemith or me,

fincersly

W

W.M. Hifsher
Uirector
Regulatory and Technical Services
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