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Commissioner Curtics' comments on SECY-92-356:

While I agree with the staff's general approach in the
recommended final rule to focus on the minimum essential
documentation, the following comments should be addressed before
publication:

1) The final rule deletes a proposed provision that would
have required licensees to list all burials in the
Jingle document and instead requires licensees to
list -

All areas outside of restricted areas which
contain material so that, if the license
expired, the licensee would be-reauired to
either decontaminate the area to unrestricted
release levels or apply for approval for
disposal under 10 CFR 20.302 or 20.2002
(emphasis added).

Because there are no codified requirements to determine
whether decontamination and disposal are required, the
" requirements" would have to be in the existing
licenses or orders. Such requirements are currently
being established on a site-specific basis for the SDMP
sites. On page 9 of the notice (Enclosure 2), staff
indicates that the requirements are the NRC's most
current criteria and that rulemaking to establish
residual radioactivity limits is underway. .I believe
that this provision should be deferred until the
residual radioactivity rulemaking effort is completed.
Alternatively, staff should consider rulemaking to
impose standard license conditions or issuing orders to
be sure that there are " requirements" in place to
implement this provision before it is issued.

2) I recommend that the proposed requirement to list
burials be retained. However, the proposed requirement
would have required listing "[ajll known. locations and
radionuclide contents of previous and current burial
areas within the site." In kooping with the approach
to minimize duplication, the requirement to include
"radionuclide contents" in the list should be deleted
or modified by allowing reference to separate records
for details on burials.

3) The package repeatedly indicates that only areas where
sources that are not leaking are exempted, but the rule
itself does not reflect this intent. The rule should
indicate thar areas are exempt, provided that the
scaled sources have not leaked. Areas where sources
have leaked would then be captured by the spills or
other unusual occurrences provisions of 10 CFR
30. 35 (g) (1) and similar provisions. .
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