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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. CAMERON: Good evening, everyone, and wel cone to
the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmi ssion’s public neeting on the
update of the Generic Environnental |npact Statenent on License
Renewal for Nucl ear Power Pl ants.

My nane is Chip Caneron, | amthe Special Counsel
for Public Liaison at the Nuclear Regulatory Comm ssion, and it
is ny pleasure to serve as your facilitator for tonight’'s
meet i ng.

In this role | will try to assist all of you in
havi ng a productive neeting, nanely to get the information that
you need fromthe NRC staff on the update process, and al so |et
all of you have an opportunity to share your concerns and your
recommendations with the NRC staff tonight.

The objectives of the neeting are pretty
straightforward. One is to make sure that we clearly explain
the GEI S update process to you, and answer your questions, and
also that we listen to you on the update issues that you w ||
be hearing about, including the criteria that the staff will be
using to decide when and if to revise the Generic Environnental
| npact Statenent, and | really wanted to enphasi ze the
i nformati on-sharing objective of the neeting tonight.

Any comments that you give us either at the fornmal
comrent part of the neeting, or a lot of tinmes coments

actually come up during the question and answer and di scussi on,
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and those comrents are going to be considered and eval uated by
the NRC staff just as a witten coment woul d be.

But these neetings are often useful to get
information to informor illumnate the witten comments that
you m ght want to submt to the staff, so | want to make sure
that you have a chance to ask all the questions and we clearly
explain the concepts behind this.

Because of the inportance of the information-sharing
we are going to do sonething a little bit different than we
traditionally do in these neetings. Usually in the first part
of the neeting there are sone NRC staff presentations and then
questions and answers with all of you, and then we go to the
peopl e who want to nmake a formal coment.

The second part of the neeting we wll have the
presentation by the NRC staff, we’ll have questions and
answers, we will go to the formal comment part of the neeting,
and then we’ll take a break during the formal coment part to
go back for questions and answers to see if there’ s anything
that you ve heard that was raised that we need to answer, and
then we’ll go back to formal comrents.

In ternms of ground rules, they' re very sinple also.
If you have a question that you want to ask, just signal nme and
"1l bring you this cordless mcrophone, also known as a
tal ki ng stick.

And pl ease give us your nane and affiliation if
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appropriate, and we are taking a transcript tonight, and we
have M. Len Partain as our stenographer, and so | woul d ask
you to just speak one at a tinme so that we can get a clean
transcript and so that we give our attention to whonever has
the floor at the tine.

I would ask you to try to be concise, and | know t hat
that’s difficult sonetines; there’s a lot of interest in this
issue. So we'll just go with it, and get all the questions
out.

If you will keep your comrents when we go to formnal
comments down to five to seven mnutes that will ensure that
everybody gets a chance to speak, and that we get all the
questi ons answer ed.

In ternms of the agenda, we are going to first have a
presentation by M. John Tappert who is right here, and John is
going to talk about the Iicense renewal program generally, and
the relationship of the Generic Environnental |npact Statenent
to that program

Most of you may know John at this point. John is the
Chi ef of the Environnental Review Section, and that’'s where al
environnental reviews for any type of nuclear reactor activity
I's done, including all of the environnmental reviews for the
| i cense renewal applications, and obviously the Generic
Envi ronnment al | npact Statenent.

He has been with the NRC for about twelve years.
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During that tinme he served as a resident inspector at nucl ear
power plants that the NRC |icenses and regul ates; he was in the
nucl ear Navy before that; a Bachelor’s Degree fromVirginia
Tech in Cceanographi ¢ and At nospheric Engineering, and a
Master’s Degree from Johns Hopkins University in Environnental
Engi neeri ng.

W' re then going to go right on to our next
presentation, and this is really the heart of the matter
tonight, the Generic Environnental |npact Statenent update
process, and we have M. Barry Zalcman right here, and Barry is
the Project Manager for the update, and also | think that it’s
safe to say that we can say he is the architect of the |icense
renewal [environnental] programat NRC, and all the planning
that goes into that.

Before Barry was involved in |license renewal he was
i nvol ved as a supervisor in energency planning work at the NRC,
and al so a program nmanager of the early site permt program
He has been a Congressional Fellow for Senator Harry Reid of
Nevada, and he has a Bachelor’s Degree fromRutgers in
At nospheric Sciences, and has done graduate studies on
geophysical fluid dynam cs.

And after Barry is done, we will go to questions for
all of you, and then take it fromthere. At sone point we' ||
break and start the formal conmment process.

I wanted to introduce one other person. W do have
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as usual NRC staff and our expert consultants with us tonight
to be able to answer questions and talk to you after the
nmeet i ng.

W do have a senior NRC manager here, that’'s M. P.T.
Kuo who is right here. P.T. is the Branch Chief of the License
Renewal and Environnmental |npact Programat the NRC, and that’'s
where all the license renewal work is done, not only the
environnental reviews, but the safety review that’s done on
i ndi vidual |icense renewal applications.

So | think we have the people here to try to answer
all your questions, and we’'re certainly interested in hearing
fromyou tonight, and thank you for being here.

I know that a | ot of you have come from vari ous
pl aces in the South, and not just the Atlanta area, so we
appreciate the fact that you re here.

And with that, | pass it on to John Tappert to talk
to us, and then we' Il go to Barry, and then we’ll have a
di scussi on.

MR. TAPPERT: Thank you, Chip.

| also want to wel cone you to tonight’s neeting.

This is the first of four we’re having around the nation on
this topic. Thank you for attending.

| would like to start off by telling you why we're
having this nmeeting, and introduce the |icense renewal process

and the role of the environnental review in that process, and
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tell you what we hope to acconplish today.

W are holding this neeting to invite the public to
participate in the scoping process that will assist the NRC in
frami ng the environnmental issues that should be considered as
we update the CGeneric Environnental |npact Statenent, or the
CGEl S.

This Generic Environnental |npact Statenment, or GEIS,
the NRC has inplenented reflecting the findings and concl usi ons
of the GEIS are fundanmental conponents of the NRC s |icense
renewal program

The findings of the GEIS are used by NRC in
conducting the environnental review. The environnental review
Is an inportant part of the license renewal program and
conmbined with the safety review and on-site inspections forns
the basis for the staff recommendati on to renew or not to renew
operating licenses for nuclear power plants.

Nucl ear power plants can be licensed by the NRC to
operate for a period of 40 years. Wiile there is no
engineering limtation to that period, the United States
Congress in the Atom c Energy Act of 1954 envisioned the 40-
year period to be the right bal ance between the nation s |ong-
term energy planning needs and financial considerations.

Congress al so envisioned that |icenses could be
renewed, and stated so in the act. However, it did not provide

further guidance, and left the inplenentation details to the
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Commi ssi on.

Since that time nucl ear power has grown to be a
significant part of the nation’s energy m x, naking up about 20
percent of the electrical energy produced in the United States
t oday.

Over the years nucl ear technol ogy has matured, and
the focus on reactor safety and environnmental protection has
been strengthened. The industry has expressed interest in
renewi ng the licenses of virtually all of the nuclear power
plants to provide safe and econom c power for the next
gener ati on.

The NRC s role in this is not to pronote nucl ear
power, but rather to ensure that the public and the environnent
are protected, and that nuclear materials are secure.

I will discuss nore about the status of |icense
renewal in a later slide.

This slide depicts the |license renewal process. As
nucl ear power plants progress through their 40-year |icenses
the NRC initiated the Iicense renewal program and established
the regulatory framework to permt renewal .

The |icense renewal programwas created in the late
1980s to establish a systenmatic review of those inportant
safety attributes of nuclear power plants that are associated
with the aging of these facilities.

The safety activities are focused on agi ng nanagenent
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prograns, prepares a long |ist of systens, structures and
conponents, and require a reassessnent of this tinme-limted
anal ysis that assunmed 40 years of use.

These activities involve the energy staff
devel opnent, the safety eval uation report, conducting
I nspection activities, nmaking i ndependent eval uations of the
Conmm ssion’s Advisory Conmittee on Reactor Safeguards.

This commttee was established by the Atom ¢ Energy
Act as a collection of experts in the nuclear arena to provide
I ndependent advice to the Conm ssion.

The reason that the Comm ssion felt that it could
narrow its safety focus to agi ng nmanagenent prograns is that
for other aspects of operation there are ongoing regul atory
processes that nonitor and ensure safety, and have provisions
for key programs such as energency planning and security.

In addition to the safety review, the staff conducts
an i ndependent review of the environnmental inpacts associated
with continued operation of the facility during the renewal
peri od.

The Comm ssion determ ned that the actions to
consi der whether or not to renew the |icense of an operating
power plant should allow for a high | evel of public
participation during the environmental review, and decided that
the NRC woul d devel op a site-specific environnental inpact

statement for each |license renewal
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Whereas the NRC safety activities are governed by the
Atom c Energy Act, the environnental activities are governed by
the National Environnental Policy Act, or NEPA

The NRC has established its inplenenting regul ations
for license renewal in Title 10 of the Code of Federa
Regul ations, or 10 CFR in Part 54, and the regulations for
environnental protection in Part 51.

As part of the license renewal programinitiated in
the late 1980s the NRC undertook a conprehensive revi ew of
environnental issues associated with the conti nued operation of
nucl ear power plants beyond the termof their current operating
| icenses, and the specific activities associated with the
refurbi shnment that may be necessary for continued operation
during that renewal period.

The results of this conprehensive review were issued
in 1996 as NUREG 1437, the Ceneric Environnental | npact
Statenment for License Renewal for Nuclear Power Plants.

In total, 92 environnmental issues were identified
across ecol ogi cal, physical, social, and radiol ogical sciences
that need to be considered for refurbishment activities and for
conti nued operati ons.

The findings of the GEIS that was issued in 1996 were
codified in the NRC regulations at 10 CFR Part 51.

In so doing, the Comm ssion indicated its intent to

revisit the GEIS and its inplenenting regulations on a ten-year
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cycle to determ ne whether the technical bases or concl usions
needed to be updat ed.

As the program has been inpl enment ed changes have
occurred, and the staff has captured these changes as they were
identified in each site-specific environnmental inpact statenent
that was prepared to support consideration of each application

The GEI S represented a snapshot in tine, and nowit’s
tinme to determ ne whether the changes that have occurred shoul d
be included in an update to the CEIS.

To date the NRC has received 14 applications for the
renewal of 30 power reactor |icenses, and the NRC has actually
renewed |icenses for the operators of 16 power reactors.

Al'l indications are that nultiple renewal
applications will continue to be filed every year over the next
decade, and virtually the entire fleet of nuclear power plants
wi |l seek renewal of their |icenses.

We are here today to listen to your views, and | ook
forward to your participation in helping the NRC to determ ne
the scope of the GEI'S update.

| have tried to provide a brief outline of the role
of the environmental reviewin our license renewal activities
and its inportance in the NRC s regul atory franmework.

You have an inportant role in identifying generic
envi ronnental issues that we should consider for all nuclear

power plants.
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In our notice for these neetings -- and extra copies
are available at the registration desk -- we have guided you to
the rel evant work product to assist you in understandi ng how
the Iicense renewal process works and the results of this
process to date.

As we consi der changes to update the CEIS, we wll
continue to evaluate new applications within existing
regul atory framework and insights gained fromthis GEI S update
process may very well be inplenmented in the current
applications that are under review.

And that’s it for ny presentation

Were we going to wait until the end for questions?

MR. CAMERON: Yes. And while you and Barry are
swtching the lavaliere at this time |I would rem nd everybody
that we do have a neeting evaluation form it’'s called a
Feedback Form and they' re out at the desk outside the room
and they're for any comrents you have about the neeting
process, and if you want to put in a conment on the substance
that will be okay too.

As | nentioned, we do have various NRC staff people
here, including representatives fromthe Ofice of General
Counsel, and they will be here after the neeting to talk to you
as long as you want to talKk.

Barry.

MR. ZALCVAN. Thank you, Chip
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| too would like to extend a warm wel cone to this
nmeet i ng.

For those of you that have participated over the | ast
decade or nore in developing this Iicense renewal process, |
wel cone you back. For those of you that have either just begun
participating in recent years, or if this is your first
opportunity to participate, wel cone.

This is an inportant programw thin the agency. It
is a well-established programw thin the agency, and it’s
meani ngful to continue on John’s initial presentation to talk
about background, and I will continue with that now.

Let me start tonight’s discussion with a brief frame
of reference dealing with the National Environnental Policy
Act. It is the landmark piece of environnmental |egislation.

It was enacted by Congress in 1969, signed into | aw by
Presi dent N xon on January 1st, 1970.

And so far as it is that | andmark piece of
|l egislation it is the one that expresses the view of el ected
officials, your representatives in governnment, that the Federal
Gover nnent shoul d consider and disclose to the public and to
deci sion-nakers the effects of certain of its governnental
actions on the human environnent.

The Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion has al ready
determ ned that |icense renewal, that licensing action is a

Federal Action in this case associated with the request by an
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applicant seeking renewal of its |license, warrants the
devel opnent of an environnental statenent.

That, in turn, results in the highest |evel of
participation that the public can have in an environnental
review at the NRC or any ot her Federal agency.

The Comm ssion al so determ ned that the environnental
review for |icense renewal may have sonme common attributes for
sonme, but not necessarily all, environnental issues.

The Comm ssion directed the staff as John indicated
in the late 1980s to begin a systematic evaluation to assess
whet her or not there were attributes across all facilities,
across all designs, that could be evaluated on a common basis.
They were in pursuit of an effective process to deal with
i cense renewal

And while Chip nmay have referred to ne as an
architect, ny work is on the environnental side, and P.T. Kuo,
Dr. Kuo has been here fromthe outset dealing with the safety
activities. So, between P.T. and I, we do have a |l ong | egacy,
and, over tinme we have devel oped a wonderful corps of
i ndi vidual s that participate with us, that share in the
under standi ng and i npl enentation of the program

Those environnental issues that could be resol ved
generically were in fact resolved generically, in the Ceneric
Envi ronnmental | npact Statenent or GEI'S. Just as inportant,

those i ssues that were uni que because of a site-specific




© 0o N oo o M w N e

NN NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
a N W N RBP O © 0 N o o » W N LB O

Page 16
attribute of the issue, or a peculiar site setting, unique
plant interface with the environnent, or variability fromsite
to site, were deferred and they nust be addressed when a
speci fic applicant seeks a request for |icense renewal .

They are required to be resolved at the tine of
|icense renewal. The burden is placed upon an Applicant to
address those issues in its submttal to the agency so we
initiate or start our independent environnental review process.

And the rule that codified the results of the
Generic Environnental [|npact Statenent al so enunerated the
requi renments placed not only on Applicants, but also placed on
the staff in developing a site-specific supplenent to the GEI S
for each and every environnental inpact statenment for each and
every license renewal application.

Each applicant is required to submt an environnental
report, a detailed evaluation of those issues that could not be
resol ved generically, and those issues that are unique to each
and every site.

Each NRC suppl enent to the Generic Environnenta
| npact Statenment results froman i ndependent review. W review
the information presented by the applicant; we have
I nt ergovernnental interactions whether or not an applicant has
done that previously; we conduct environnental audits; we
conduct interviews; we performindependent anal yses; and we

engage the public in our review
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The NRC relies, in part, on the findings of the GE S,
and the staff assesses whether or not there is new and
significant information to bring into question any of the
concl usions that were nmade in the GEl S.

NEPA, the National Environnental Policy Act, requires
a systematic approach in evaluating environnental inpacts
associated with |icense renewal actions. Mtigative neasures
to reduce those inpacts are al so eval uated; however small, it’'s
considered to be an inpact. And alternatives including the no-
action alternative to the proposal nust be consi dered.

NEPA and the environnental statenents are disclosure
mechanisns. It is a tool that Federal agencies use to share
with the public and its decision-nakers, and, in the | anguage
of NEPA and interpretations, and even the President, what the
environnental inpacts are, what actions are contenpl ated by
t hat agency.

The range of issues originally involved in devel oping
the GEI'S, and, again, the review of each and every |icense
renewal application, is conprehensive. For this GEl S update,
and for every site-specific review, we establish a team of NRC
experts supported by experts at four national |aboratories,
many of whom are experts in their own right at headquarters and
the regions as well as at the national |abs.

For this CGEIS update the team consists of staff

experts, some of which are here tonight as Chip indicated, and
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John. Qur contract is with the Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory for this specific |license renewal application
dealing with the GEI'S, dealing with the GEI S update.

In total there are nore than 250 years of
environnental and siting experience that are being brought to
the table for this effort.

This slide gives you a good feel for the nunber of
envi ronnental issues that we consider, and a nunber of the
processes that are involved in either refurbishing or renew ng
| i censes.

Now |l et ne briefly address sone of the issues |eading
up to the devel opnent of the GEIS. Sonme of this actually
predates ne, and |'ve only been involved in it since the early
1990s. The CEIS, NUREG 1437 specifically applies to |license
renewal s. As we consider |license renewals, the environnental
equi l i briumthat has been established after sone period of
pl ant operation is well understood. The situation clearly
differs fromnew reactor |icensing where | ands may be
di sturbed; where new demands nmay be placed on resources; where
new di scharges may need to be permtted; such issues would have
to be considered individually and cumul atively w thout the
benefit of real operating experience and real interfaces with
t he environnent.

As we stated earlier, the Comm ssion envisioned that

there were issues that would be comon across all operating
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plants with real supporting information.

The NRC staff and its contractors obtained a wealth
of information leading up to the 1996 CGEIS across the entire
spectrum of technical issues as the basis of the initial hard
| ook at environmental inpacts. And that effort, just as this
and any other NRC effort to devel op an environnental inpact
statenment began with the scoping process, and ultinmately led to
the draft and final environnmental inpact statenent.

The NRC establishes significance tests to assess the
magni t ude of inpacts, and consi dered whether mtigation, in
fact, was warranted. Fromthat process the NRC organized
environnental issues and categorized theminto those that could
be generically dispositioned, or we refer to those as Category-
1 issues, or those that require a site-specific resolution, and
those are the Category-2 issues.

For Category-1 issues, the agency bears the burden of
proof; for Category-2 issues, the applicants address the
Category-2 issues in their environnental report, and the staff
nmust eval uate that and address it in its suppl enental
environnental inpact statenent.

Even though Category-1 issues have been addressed
within the GEI'S, the staff |ooks for new and significant
i nformati on regardi ng Category-1 issues during each
environnental review, to see if they challenge the concl usion

made in the GEIS and the |license renewal rule for environnenta
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protection.

Aside from Category-1 or Category-2 issues there are
two issues that were not categorized, and these are ripe for
NRC assessnent.

The scopi ng process for NUREG 1437, the GEI S,

i nvol ved public stakehol ders as well as governnental officials
representing State and Federal agencies. Qur notice invited
themall to participate again in this effort.

The findings and conclusions of the CEIS were
codified in NRC Regul ations at 10 CFR Part 51. Those are our
environnental protection regulations, which again establish
requi rements not only for applicants, but also for NRC

In all, 92 issues are currently identified with 69
consi dered Category-1 issues, 21 considered Category-2 issues,
and two, as | indicated before, uncategorized, they deal with
Envi ronnmental Justice, and the chronic human health effects
fromel ectromagnetic fields.

At the outset | indicated |license renewal was an
I nportant programin the agency, it’'s a large part of the
licensing franework for power reactors today, and has becone a
| arge part of its workload.

The NRC anticipates that the programw ||l growto
about one application submtted every two nonths for the
foreseeabl e future.

John indicated at | east one-third of the nucl ear
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power plants have already applied to have their |icenses
renewed. During this CGEIS update process |license renewal wll
conti nue.

One of the obvious goals is to preserve the
regul atory stability that exists to date so that the public can
participate in a predictable fashion.

The goal s for processing applications are clearly
defined, and the opportunities for public participation are
prescribed at key mlestones within the published schedul es.

For the update project with the ultimte target in
2006 the NRC staff has initiated this scoping process early to
invite public participation so that the scale of the effort can
be accommobdated and still neet the Comm ssion’s goals.

The NRC i s seeking your input to help determ ne the
scope of the addendumto the GEIS and identify whether there
are any significant issues that should be anal yzed in depth
t hat have not been before, any issues that should be
reeval uat ed because of changes, or any issue that should no
| onger be considered germane to the environnental review for
l'i cense renewal

The scopi ng process can also help identify and
elimnate fromdetail ed study those issues which are
peri pheral, unrelated to |icense renewal .

For those which are not significant which | think are

covered by other prior environnental reviews, for exanple they
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[environnental reviews] don’'t have to be just those undertaken
by NRC (and we perform environnmental reviews for operating
reactors all the tinme), sone of those environnmental reviews can
and nust informthe environnental review process for |icense
renewal .

As exanpl es, the NRC had recently conpl eted the
update to the CGeneric Environnental |npact Statenment for
deconmi ssioning. The NRC in the next several years anticipates
seei ng applications for extended power uprates at a nunber of
facilities around the United States; there are sister
regul atory agency environnmental inpact statenents; and, for
exanpl e, those issued by the Departnent of Energy. Sonme of you
are aware of those as well.

The scoping process also invites other governnent al
agenci es to assess whether they should be considered a
cooperating agency under the regulatory structure issued by the
Council on Environnmental Quality.

If they have particul ar expertise on an issue, that
may be invaluable to the NRC, we would |ike to hear that.

There are consultation roles under other statutes --
The Endangered Species Act, or Historic Preservation, or
Coastal Zone Managenent -- that nmay have a bearing on generic
as opposed to site-specific issues.

The purpose of the need for this update is to review

the findings and concl usi ons made by the NRC in 1996, and again
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in 1999 with the first addendumto the GEIS, to determ ne
whet her or not they need to be revisited.

Si nce 1996 new i nformati on may have conme to |ight
that should be considered to determ ne whether or not it’'s
significant. Science and the natural environnent nmarch on, and
our understandi ng of issues, nethods, and assunptions may need
to be refined.

Experi ence gained in using the regulatory framework
may identify situations where we used | ess than opti nal
| anguage and approaches to address issues and state
concl usi ons, and changes in statutes and regul ati ons, policies
and practices and, frankly, even the structure of the power
mar ket may have a cascading i npact on NRC s regul atory
f ramewor k.

To date NRC has received 14 applications for |icense
renewal for power reactors at 17 sites. The NRC has issued 11
final EISs, Environnmental |npact Statenents, and the NRC has
acted on eight of those environnmental inpact statenents already
renewi ng the |icenses of 16 power reactors.

In processing these applications the staff, the
public, and applicants have gai ned extensive experience in
using the GEIS and the conmpanion |icense renewal and
envi ronnental protection regulations and rul es.

The staff continues to conpile its | essons | earned,

and fromthat |list has identified groupings of candidate
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drivers that may pronpt the consideration for change.

As a framework, the staff has conpiled these seven
criteria to hel p guide whether an environnmental topic
identified by the staff or by the scoping process, nanely by
you, is appropriate for consideration for this update project.

We are also | ooking for feedback on the criteria, as
wel | as your specific input characterizing one or nore
environnental topics, and your description of the bases for
consi deration by the staff.

At the outset it’'s absolutely fundanental that we
begin this process with the GEIS and its Addendum 1 as the
starting point, as our frame of reference.

It is as inportant to note that this update effort is
not going to serve as a platformfor whol esal e changes in the
| icense renewal process. O her avenues exist if that’s the path
of interaction with the NRC that you desire, nanely a petition
to the Comm ssion for a rule change.

On a related point that could serve as an
illustrative exanple, the industry previously petitioned the
Commi ssion to anend the rules and elimnate a particul ar
| icense renewal environnental issue fromreview, nanely severe
accident mtigation alternatives, or SAMAs.

The petitioner articulated the bases and its
rational e for change, the staff sought public input on the

proposal, nmade a recommendation to the Conm ssion, and the
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Conmmi ssion denied the request of the petitioner. That is the
mechani smto be considered for changes to the underlying rule
structure.
The focus here is on the 92 issues that were

addressed in the GEIS, which in turn were codified in the rule.

As for the petition | just nmentioned, it would not be
productive to revisit the SAMA issue as part of this process
unl ess there is a significant change in the rational e presented
earlier.

As you consider these criteria we believe it would be
useful to provide you exanples of each. You can reflect on
themin preparing your conments either tonight or in witten
form before the end of the scoping period.

So, if you will bear with me for a few nore m nutes

let me identify an exanple, if |I can, for each of these.

New and Significant. The staff-identified isolated instances
of new information that had not been previously considered, for
exanpl e extreneophiles, but not information that is new and
significant. Changes in staff practice have resulted from

evol utions that have occurred since the issuance of the GEI S
and its Addendum 1, as exanples actions related to the

i nvestigation of Yucca Mountain to serve as a nationa

repository, and the expression of interest by the industry and
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Congress for the depl oynent of new nucl ear power plants.
Consequently, our environnental inpact statenents now
reflect the Presidential declaration on Yucca Muuntain and an
al ternative involving new nucl ear power plants as an
alternative to license renewal, as part of our environnental

revi ew.

The second item Statutory or Regul atory Changes, the
NRC is tracking the EPA initiative on cooling water intake
structures for existing facilities. As this issue matures it
may have a bearing on the conclusions of the GEIS. As a result
of prior precedents, NRC is obligated to adopt EPA s technical

concl usions regarding the Cean Water Act.

I ndustry Structural Changes. Cbviously the
deregul ati on of the power market and unbundling of services,
that is the generators versus the distributors of power, may
have sonme bearing on the influence or control over activities
that the current |icense-hol der may have conpared to the
original |icense-hol der. W're interested to hear about the
environnental topics that may be affected by this, and the
rationale for changes in the rule for the GEI S

Keep in mnd sone utilities still do own both the
pl ant and transm ssion |ines, sonme others do not, so a single

provision in the CGEIS may not apply to all of these utilities.
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Shoul d a change be nade to the GEIS to account for merchant
plants that do not have a particul ar service area, and,
therefore, do not control the power distribution or
transmssion line systen? This is the question we need to

resol ve.

Incorrect Characterization. The GEI S states that
license renewal is a major Federal action significantly
affecting the quality of the human environnent. The Conm ssion
was not swayed by argunents for or against the point. Rather
it elected to require the staff to develop an EI'S, a suppl enent
to the GEIS, for the license renewal action to ensure the
public had the highest |evel of participation on the action.

Thi s decision was taken in concert with
recommendations from CEQ the Council on Environnmental Quality,
the Environnmental Protection Agency, the EPA, State officials,
and public comments.

So the agency today issues an environnental inpact
statenent because we have elected to i ssue an environnent al

I npact statenent associated with |icense renewal .

Onitted Issues. As an exanple, in recent reviews the
staff has considered the inpacts associated with dredgi ng
activities that may occur periodically during the operating

life of the facility. Dredging may not be required at al
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facilities, but where it is necessary, it may be perforned at
sonme point during the period of extended operations.

Whether it’s to be treated generically, because al
need an analysis to support the permtting requirenents of the
Arny Corps of Engineers, or site-specifically, it should be
addressed in the CGEIS, either way. Wether or not it’s

resolved as a Category-1 issue nay be a different outcone.

Confusion. | tal ked about severe accident mtigation
alternatives before, or SAMAs. SAMAs are evaluated as a site-
speci fic issue unless previously eval uated under anot her
licensing action such as the initial l|icensing (which has
occurred for a limted nunber of facilities).

Associ ated with SAMAs, the environnmental inpact of
severe accidents was determned to be small for all plants. In
reality, the inpact from severe accidents is another issue
separate from SAMAs. Consequently, the staff will consider

whether it's warranted to call this out to elimnate confusion

Real ignment. Currently, there are 92 issues
addressed in the GEIS. Apart fromthe SAMAs, the severe
acci dent issue just discussed, sone of these are solely rel ated
to the continued operation during the renewal period; sone are
related to refurbi shnent activities; sonme are related to both.

For specific applications the enuneration of issues
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beconmes conplicated when, for one or nore issues that are
supposed to apply to both refurbi shnent and the renewal peri od,
[an issue nmay] apply only to the renewal period because no
maj or refurbishment is contenplated. The potential solution is
real i gnment so that one issue is either for refurbi shnment or
for renewal, but not both. The consequences woul d be an
i ncrease in a nunber of issues, solely for accounting purposes,

Wi th an expected inprovenent in clarity.

Hopeful ly, this provides a sense of what the staff
experiences during license renewal reviews has been. The |i st
continues to grow as nore environnental reviews are conduct ed.
So, we woul d appreciate not only your input on specific
environnental issues, but also reflecting upon the criteria we
have identified as targets as we conduct the actual review
after the scoping period.

As nentioned, we are at an internediate step in the
scopi ng comrent period. Al comments fromthis transcribed
nmeeting and the three other public neetings will be considered.

Witten coments postmarked by Septenber 2nd will be
considered in this scoping process and wll have the sane
wei ght, as Chip indicated, as coments offered tonight.

After the end of the scoping period the staff wll
I ssue a scoping sunmary report that will detail those comments

on environnmental issues that will go forward as part of the
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updat e process.

We expect we will receive coments that are not
related to environnental issues associated with the GEI'S, and
sonme of these comments will be forwarded to ot her prograns for
their consideration and response.

We expect to issue the scoping sunmary report in
early 2004, dependi ng upon the breadth and depth of the issues
posed to the agency. And fromthis input we will be in a better
position to refine the bal ance of the schedule for both the
draft, the finals EISs, and, if warranted, the proposed and
final rule changes.

We expect to neet the Comm ssion’s goal, the ten-year
update, in 2006.

As | wind down with this background discussion |let ne
reiterate that I’mthe NRC point of contact for the GEIS. |
have al so included Stacey Fox’s nane as an alternative to ne.
She may be in a better position to respond to you a little
qui cker than | since |I cover nmany different prograns and
projects within the agency.

W will be working together to nmanage the project and
the team of experts, sone of which are here tonight.

The scoping sunmary report as | previously nentioned
wll be available to the public on the NRC s Wb page, as well
as our public docunment roomin the Washi ngton, D.C. area.

This slide points out where you can view the
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associ ated docunents. In addition, we will nmail a copy of it
to you, and a copy of all future work products associated with
this project if you have filled out a card on the way in and
would like to be put on the distribution list. And if you
haven't, we will be happy to take it on the way out.

Beyond today’s neeting there are three ways to
provide witten conmments on or before Septenber 2nd: 1In
witing to us through the Rules and Directives Branch; in
person if you happen to be in the Rockville, Mryland, area we
woul d be happy to visit with you; or by e-mail. Al coments
wi Il be collected, considered, and we have already received
sone.

Let me rem nd you that you do have an inportant role
inthis effort. W look forward to your participation.

I will say at the outset we nay or nmay not agree with
your views, but we will consider themin our work.

And with that | think both John and | are prepared to
take any foll owup questions you have on the process, what our
goal s and objectives are, what sone of the criteria are when we
go forward before you have the opportunity for fornal
present ati ons.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you very nuch, Barry.

As you can see, that was a pretty conprehensive
overvi ew of what the update process is.

Now we wi || answer your questions. Bonnie is back
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here, if you could just introduce yourself to everybody.

M5. FLOYD: | am Bonnie Floyd, and I was j ust
wondering if you have already -- |I'’mwondering in the ball park
how nmuch is the environnental scoping process costing us, the
whol e process.

MR. ZALCVAN: Let ne try and give you a response.

The environnmental scoping process is probably limted
to about three staff nonths of effort, and probably sixty days,
maybe seventy days worth of contract effort, so we’'re tal king a
total investnment that probably does not exceed $100, 000.

M5. FLOYD: Including all the materials, docunents,
and everythi ng?

MR. ZALCVAN. Correct. The key question is to what
degree do we get conmments that may require a binning process,
or a conmment response process. That nmay grow dependi hg upon
the I evel of public interaction.

MR. CAMERON: Does that answer your question, Bonnie?

M5. FLOYD: That’'s for the whol e period?

MR. ZALCVMAN. That’s for the scoping process, which
w Il be through the issuance of the scoping sunmary report.

MR. CAMERON: Let’'s to go Rita.

M5. KILPATRICK: M nane is Rita Kilpatrick, and
just want to hear now what is the agency’ s reason for pursuing
relicensing in the first place, for doing it at all.

Are you just saying this is the basic |ogic behind
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it? Because it baffles those of us who are working in the
i ndustry and are followng this very closely. Wat’'s your
reasoni ng?

MR. TAPPERT: | guess the rationale for -- The NRC
doesn’t necessarily pursue relicensing. The utilities take it
upon t hensel ves to apply for relicensing, and what we try to do
is provide a regulatory vehicle that, if they choose to seek
relicensing, that it’s done in a safe and effective manner.

So just to put a different spin onit, what we're
trying to do is nmake sure there’s a process to operate these
plants for the continued period of operation in a safe manner,
and that aging is adequately nanaged, and the environnental
effects are adequately characterized before that decision is
made.

M5. Kilpatrick: Adequately nanaged?

MR. TAPPERT: R ght. Part of the safety review, not
necessarily what we do in the environnental space, but as we
i ndicated earlier there are several parts of the review

There’s the environnental review, there’'s the safety
review, and there’'s actually on-site inspections, and the
princi pal focus of that safety reviewis to ensure that the
aging effects of the plant are adequately nanaged.

As | said, they were originally licensed for forty
years, and we want to nake sure that the systens, the

structures and conponents were allowed to function for an
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addi tional twenty years.

MS. Kilpatrick: A followup question. | heard
during the presentation that forty years was chosen to get a
bal ance between neeting energy needs and --

MR TAPPERT: Fi nanci al

M5. Kilpatrick: Wat’'s going on beyond forty years?
What’'s that about, managi ng agi ng?

MR. TAPPERT: Right. | nean the original 40-year
| icense was set by the |aw, by Congress, and part of that had
to do with depreciation laws at the tine.

There’s really no engi neering reason why the |icense
should be limted to forty years, and we have in fact found
that with appropriate prograns out there that these facilities
can be safely operated for up to sixty years.

MR. CAMERON: And | guess one thing that | think you
said, John, is that under the Atom c Energy Act a |icensee has
the right to request their lIicense be renewed, and the
Commi ssion is obligated to review that.

MR. TAPPERT: To review that and provide a process to
effectively review that.

MR. CAMERON: Al right.

M5. Kilpatrick: 1Is it obligated to approve?

MR. TAPPERT: It is not obligated to approve.

MR. CAMERON: Very inportant point.

Let’s go over here, and if you could give us your
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affiliation too.

M5. STEELE: | am Joanne Steele wth Action For a
Cl ean Environnent, Cconee Project.

| cane in after the renewal of the Oconee Nucl ear
Pl ant, but | have questions about that process that went on
when the time when | wasn’t |ooking at it.

But there were sonme questions that the NRC had for
the Oconee Plant, and | haven't seen any docunments available in
the readi ng room about the responses in the |icensing
processes, and sone of them and the aging effects of corrosion
on structural steel, the rebar, and enbedded in the concrete
because of the accunul ation of ingressive water through the
cracks in the concrete that weakens the contai nment structure,
and another thing was thernmal fatigue, the effects that it has
on the contai nnent heat renoval system

And per haps these things have been -- another thing
Is providing the effects of tenperatures and radiation on
structural properties of the reactor cavities of spent-fuel
bui | di ngs, and the spent-fuel buildings, and | don’t know
whet her it’s because of 9/11 that these responses aren’t made
public so that we don’t know of any weaknesses that terrorists
can get to, or what the reason is, but as sonmeone concerned
about what Duke Energy has to say in response to this, the fact
that we mght relicense them when we didn’t hear how t hose

i ssues were resol ved.
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MR. TAPPERT: These were questions that the NRC had
asked the utility?

MS. STEELE: Yes.

MR. TAPPERT: As part of a review process, the
utilities will send in an application, and during the staff’s
review of that application it is typical for the staff to have
questions, and we send out what we call a request for
additional information to help the staff conduct their review

If we sent those out, there is a response out there
back to the NRC responding to those, and then the staff makes a
safety judgnment when they develop their safety eval uation
report.

MR. CAMERON:. Those are made public?

MR. TAPPERT: Yes, they should be publicly-availabl e.
If you have not found them we can contact you offline and see
if we can assist you in identifying those.

M5. STEELE: | woul d appreciate that, because there
are a |ot of docunents in the -- | nean just because you need
themto analyze, it doesn’'t nean --

MR. TAPPERT: W appreciate that.

M5. STEELE: So | would like the responses to those
t hi ngs, because | can’'t see how you can deal with the
structural integrity of the buildings thensel ves w thout
rebui l ding the building after so nuch --

MR. TAPPERT: And actually those issues were
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addressed as part of the safety review, but certainly we can
put you in contact with staff who can help you do that, so
pl ease after the neeting if you' Il just buttonhole one of us
and we’ Il get your information.

MS. STEELE: Ckay.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you. O her questions at this
poi nt? Mary.

M5. OLSON: This is a conmpound question. M nane is
Mary A son, I'’mthe director of the Southeast Conference for
Nucl ear Information and Resource Service based in Asheville,
North Carolina. Qur hone office of course is in Washi ngton,
D.C. and in Ansterdam

This is a little bit of a conpound question, so ||
review it if you need it.

But you nentioned how many renewal s there were, but I
m ssed it that you actually granted, and how many was pendi ng
now. How many have had interventions, and how many of those
I nterventions have gone to the ASLB?

MR TAPPERT: | would have to | ook back to the slide,
but | believe we have granted 16, and that 30 have applied, and
14 are under review.

As far as the nunber that have gone to the ASLB
there are current -- ASLB is review ng the MQire-Cat anba
applications. They have not determ ned whether that’s going to

go to hearing yet, but that’s before themright now.
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MR. CAMERON: And further for the record ASLB is
At om c Safety and Licensing Board.

M5. CLSON: Do you know the answer as to how many
petitions to intervene have been filed of those 307

MR ZALCMAN. I'mfamliar with two ot her
applications. On Turkey Point there was a petitioner that
rai sed i ssues, individuals were given standing. As I
understood it, none of the contentions were admtted.

We al so had a challenge on the Cconee facility. |
think that one was the Chatooga Ri ver Watershed Coalition where
they had rai sed a concern regardi ng one issue, but the
Comm ssion directed the staff, and ultinmately the Addendum 1l to
the GEI' S addressed that issue. And it was raised | think in
the Federal Circuit, and it was deni ed.

So | think those are the other issues.

M5. OLSON: | just want to comment that | amvery
proud of the Southeast.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Let’s go to Reverend Ul ey.

MR. UTLEY: Just a quick question. |If | could just
get clarity on -- you nentioned two categories, Category-1 and
Category-2. Wo determ nes those categories?

MR. ZALCVAN: A very good question. The structure in
devel opi ng the Generic Environnental |npact Statenent as we
devel oped it through the 1996 tine frane originally proposed

t hree categori es.
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The final rule, the final CGEIS ultimately dealt with
two categories. It is within that review process and
devel oping the draft and final environnmental inpact statenents,
and therefore the rule, that we established this franmework.

The Category-1 had to neet certain conditions that
woul d be common to all facilities, that the |evel of
significance [of the inpact] be the same at all facilities, and
that no further mtigation was warranted.

Under those conditions we could cone up with a
generic conclusion and ultinately deal with that as the
Category-1 issue.

The Category-2 issue is one where we couldn’t resolve
those three criteria, and nore inportantly, the issues that
must be resolved on a site-specific basis. For exanple,
endangered species are unique fromsite to site to site; you
couldn’t possibly resolve that generically. So those are
preserved for the site-specific review

And the third was the uncategorized issues. The
Commi ssion felt that the science was still out, or the
regul atory process had not been fully refined yet, so
Envi ronnmental Justice, the Presidential O der had barely been
issued. It took a while for the staff to cone to grips with
that, and as a matter of fact there’'s a request in to the
agency today to revisit Environnental Justice to see how it

applies in licensing actions.
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The other was the chronic effects of el ectromagnetic

fields. The science is still out, and we’'re still relying upon
the National Acadeny of Sciences and their judgnment until it’s
defined. |If there is a definitive resolution, then we’'l

consi der whether or not we can revisit it as a Category-1
I Ssue.

So that process in establishing Category-1s and
Category-2s fell out of this exact activity [preparation of the
CGElS], but it is nowwthin the rules, and that is a process
for the rules. It is not an issue that we will consider for
CEl S updat e.

If that’'s an issue that you want to revisit, there's
a different nmechanismto address that before the Conm ssion.

MR. CAMERON:. That was Reverend Charles Ul ey of the
Bl ue Ri dge Environnental Defense League.

M5. OLSON: | kind of understand what you just said.
| don’t fully understand what you just said, so forgive ne if
this question is asking you to repeat sonething you just said.

My nane is Mary O son, and ny question is |
understand in ny point of view why we do a site-specific
anal ysis and Environnmental Justice inpacts for |icense renewal.

Was there any generic anal ysis of Environnental
Justice done?

MR, ZALCVAN:  No.

MS. OLSON: At all?
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MR. ZALCMAN. At all. The consideration that we have
today is the staff evaluating Environnmental Justice under the
Presidential Order and the Comm ssion’s adoption -- the
Commi ssion elected to fulfill an obligation under Environnenta
Justice, and they revisit that, but we are an i ndependent
executive agency. W elected to follow Environnmental Justice.

M5. OLSON: So you can elect not to is what you' re
suggesting, but | guess another question though is with regard
to environnental inpacts that are in the GEIS currently that do
have Environnmental Justice inplications, and so therefore is it
correct to say that the agency has not eval uated those?

MR. ZALCVAN:  No, | would say that the agency did
sonme eval uation, but did not draw a generic conclusion to take
it off the table. That’'s a bad characterization. But it does
not lend itself to being resolved as a Category-1 issue. It
nmust be addressed on a site-specific basis.

M5. OLSON. Let’s be specific. Fuel cycle inpacts.

MR. ZALCVAN:. Fuel cycle inpacts --

M5. OLSON:. Are a generic issue, have an
Envi ronnment al Justice conponent.

MR. ZALCVAN.  Well, the fuel cycle inpacts, certain
fuel cycle inpacts that are associated with matters ot her than
Envi ronnmental Justice are resolved. Environnmental Justice as an
I ssue has to address the full scope of socioeconom ¢ and ot her

types of activities that fall under that rubric. So if there
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are --

M5. OLSON: So in other words you have kept track of
whi ch urani um was mned for which reactor?

MR. ZALCVMAN:  No. What the agency has done is
addressed the inpacts associated with the entire fuel cycle
generically; it has resolved it in Part 51

M5. OLSON: Wth an Environnental Justice review?

MR ZALCVMAN: W thout Environnmental Justice.

Envi ronnmental Justice is being considered in its entirety as
part of |icense renewal as a Category-2 issue. The fuel cycle
I ssues that we had resolved previously still stand.

M5. OLSON: Wt hout an Environnmental Justice review?

MR. ZALCVAN. Except the Environnmental Justice issue
was still on the table.

M5. OLSON. For all issues?

MR ZALCVMAN:. All issues associated with
Envi ronnmental Justice have to be resolved as part of the
| i cense renewal application.

M5. OLSON: We will wait and do that in witing.

MR. CAMERON. (Ckay. Let’'s to go Jen. Introduce
your sel f.

M5. KOTA: | amJen Kota, I'mwith the Sierra Cub

Your response to Mary confused ne. What it seens to
me she’s saying is that if you consider your EIS for fuel cycle

conpl ete without the Environnmental Justice angle attached then
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it’s not conplete.

And then again you re saying that you are | ooking at
the Environnmental Justice angle for license renewal. This
doesn’t include the fuel cycle portion? And so therefore it
sounds |i ke you re saying that EJ issues for fuel cycle
treatnment are not being considered at all

So pl ease be very clear, break it down for ne.

MR. ZALCVAN. Ckay. Let nme try again. For a license
renewal application we identify that there are 92 issues. For
a specific application there’s no one applicant that nust
address all 92 issues. Wy is that? Sone have cooling towers,
some don’t.

And the Commi ssion in 10 CFR Part 51 has addressed
fuel cycle inpacts, and at the tine of the construction permt
required that all facilities address that issue, and the
Commi ssion is relying upon the conclusions not only that was
made part of -- I'll refer to this as WA-S-H (the predecessor
to NUREG docunents -- NRC i ssues NUREG docunents today. The
series of docunments issued before the NUREG series was created
was the WASH docunents WA-S-H), those docunents provide the
technical basis for what we considered in a generic resolution
of fuel cycle inpacts. The President issued a declaration
dealing with Environnental Justice subsequent to that.

The agency has el ected to consi der Environnental

Justice in its regulatory actions today. As part of |icense
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renewal , Environnental Justice is not one small subset of an
Issue; it covers a variety of different issues.

We address Environnental Justice, those attributes of
Envi ronnmental Justice that may have soci oeconom c i npacts,
soci oeconom c attributes, and we | ook at those under the
unbrell a of Environmental Justice.

As part of this scoping process if you re telling us
that we’re not |ooking far enough, our reach is not far enough,
and we shoul d expand the reach to include sone other issues
that’ s beneficial to us.

M5. KOTA: | sinply need to ask you a yes or no
question so | can understand your response.

Are Environnental Justice issues relating to fuel
cycle going to be addressed in any future Environnental Justice
I ssuance by the NRC? A yes or no question.

MR. CAMERON: We're going to go to our Ofice of
General Counsel now, but | don’'t want to | ose Jen’s question.

Barry, do you have anything to say to that?

MR, ZALCVAN:  No.

MR. CAMERON: Let’s go to Stu Treby fromour Ofice
of General Counsel. Stu.

MR. TREBY: Yes. | would like to address your
question if | can understand what your question is.

Envi ronnmental Justice has a disproportionate inpact on certain

mnority groups. WIIl you identify what is the
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di sproportionate inpact that you are concerned about in the
fuel cycle?

MR. CAMERON: | think that we will try to get a clear
answer in witing | think --

M5. KOTA: A yes or no --

MR. CAMERON. -- to this question

And part of the problemw th yes or no, Jen, is that
the question has to be very precise, | think, and in terns of
Envi ronnmental Justice at a specific plant that cones in for
license renewal -- Barry, | think at |east nmaybe we can cl ear
up sone of this -- Barry, you re saying that Environnental
Justice considerations for a specific |license renewal
application for that plant, they are considered as a Category-2
| ssue?

MR ZALCMAN: That’'s correct.

MR. CAMERON. (Ckay. At |least we can say that for
sure, and | think that we need to clarify the rest for you, and
as Barry pointed out, if you re suggesting -- and | think that
you m ght be, and you m ght want to clarify this in your
comments --

M5. KOTA: I'Ill clarify it in the conments.

MR. CAMERON: (Okay. Thank you.

Let’s go to Rita.

M5. KILPATRICK: | have a question about liability.

When the public raises a concern before the NRC, and let’s just
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| ook at in dealing with generic environnental inpact, and the
NRC does not adequately set up protections that address those
concerns that the public raised, who pays for the damage in
ternms of contam nated waterways that result and the host of
environnental inpacts that occur that can inpact people’s
livelihood and their health? Who covers that liability?

MR. CAMERON: This is an issue that applies to plants
generally, not just plants that are under |icense renewal, and
Rita s question goes to liability for any nucl ear accident that
m ght harm -- not necessarily an accident.

John, do you understand the question?

MR. TAPPERT: | think the kind of inpact you' re
tal ki ng about woul d be associated with an accident, and that is

not necessarily a |icense renewal issue, but there is an

I nsurance structure set up -- you' ve probably heard of the
Price-Anderson Act -- all utilities are required to have a
certain |l evel of insurance, and above that -- This is to pay

for any damages that may in fact occur, all utilities are
required to have insurance. There’'s also a nutual insurance
pool anong the utilities. Maybe Barry has these dollar val ues.
And above that the federal governnent has sone role to neke
peopl e whol e.

MR. ZALCVAN: | was just going to add, Price-Anderson
is one elenment of the Atom c Energy Act that was up for

reconsideration in the past year or so.
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But the pool that John is referring to actually deals
W th resources that are set aside as prem uns, and
retrospective premuns to the total of -- ny last recollection
was over $8 billion per facility.

So the nmechanismfor dealing with potential adverse
consequences and the restoration, or the ability to nmake
I ndi vi dual s whol e crosses the entire industry, so if you go
nore than $8 billion across all the 104 plants with operating

licenses it’s a substantial sum

So the nmechanismis there. | know there’'s been sone
question as to whether or not that constitutes a -- initalics
or quotes, a subsidy, | think has been thoroughly ventil ated.

But that’s a Congressional issue, and just as the initial
question dealing with |icense renewal we’'re obligated -- you
know, Congress under the Act, the Atom c Energy Act, -- have
established a process to deal with renewal of |icenses, and
they placed the burden upon the agency, just as they have

i ssued as part of the Atom c Energy Act the Price-Anderson Act,
and that is the nechanismin place.

Previously | indicated we’'re not going to change
certain elenments of rules. This is not the mechanismto change
statutes either. But that nechani sm does in fact exist.

MR. CAMERON. Rita, does that answer your question
about the liability provisions for a nuclear incident?

M5. Kilpatrick: Okay. |1’'Il address it in ny
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concerns.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Let nme put a couple questions
up, and a related one before we go to Adele and Mary, and then
we'll see where we are and maybe start sone conments and cone
back to sone questi ons.

But two questions here: Are there any plans or
di scussions to renove the SAMA analysis fromthe GEIS? Barry?

MR. ZALCVMAN: | addressed that earlier in ny
presentati on where the agency had responded to a petition by
the Nucl ear Energy Institute, and the Conm ssion deni ed that
petition.

At the sanme tinme, if you read the preanble to the
rule for environnental protection for |icense renewal going
back to the 1996 tinme frame, the Comm ssion had an expectation
that once the Individual Plant Exam nation and | ndividual Pl ant
Exam nation for External Events was conpleted that the staff
shoul d take on an effort to see whether or not it could further
resolve SAMA to be a Category-1 issue.

And given the evolution, the changes in plants, the
| PE and the | PEEE program were intended to identify
vul nerabilities, and the plants have addressed vulnerabilities,
so that work probably is no longer current. And as a matter of
fact, that’s part of the issue that we’'re dealing with in the
Cat awba-McCQuire situation where it represented early ' 90s work

and the plants don’t | ook |ike those eval uations any nore.
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They have further addressed ri sk.

So that we don’t think can serve as the basis now for
reexam ni ng SAMA, and the SAMA process that we think we enjoy
today is thorough, it is robust, and it’s addressing the issue
in a manner that the staff and, apparently, the Conmm ssion
finds to be acceptable.

So this is not the process to address revisiting SAVA
unl ess a nenber of the public, or the industry wants to provide
additional information, a different rationale than they had
provi ded previously. And, if that is the case, then it
el evates to a |l evel where it’s within the scope of our review
maybe we will revisit it.

MR. CAMERON. (Ckay. And the other question was
whet her there is any plan to change any Category-2 issues to
Category-1 issues.

And then we' ||l go to Adele.

MR ZALCMAN:  SAMA was the one candi date where we had
an 1QU in the preanble, the rule. R ght now we don't -- we as
a staff haven’t drawn any conclusion that there’s another
Category-2 out there that should be reconsidered to be a
Categor-1 issue.

MR. CAMERON: And indeed the whole point of this
scopi ng process is for people to give us their opinions if they
think that it’s warranted.

MR. ZALCVAN:. Absol utely.
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MR. CAMERON: Adele, could you just introduce
yourself and tell us who you' re wth.

M5. KUSHNER: Adel e Kushner with Action for a O ean
Envi ronnment i n Northeast Georgia.

What has occurred to ne under what conditions woul d
an application for a renewal ever be turned down, and has one
ever been turned down?

MR. TAPPERT: When an application is submtted to the
agency again we have the three conponents, we do an
environnental review, and a safety review, and an on-site
I nspecti on.

If the findings of the safety eval uati on concl ude
that the plant cannot be operated safely for an additional 20
years, that license will not be renewed. | nean it’s a very
t horough eval uati on. W have scores of technical reviewers
| ooking at it, on the environnental side we have a team of
environnental experts going out in the field and visiting the
facility, looking at all those issues.

At the end of that process the environnental group
and the safety group nake a recommendati on and t he agency makes
a deci sion whether or not to renew that |icense.

To date, all those applications, all the decisions
t hat have been nade so far have been to grant that |icense.

That’s not entirely surprising. These are very

sophi sticated operations, our regulations are very clear, the




© 00 N oo o M w N e

NN NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
a N W N B O © 0 N o o » W N kB O

Page 51
process is laid out.

For the utilities who have been adequately nanagi ng
their facilities and have appropriate safety prograns and
environnental prograns the expectation will be that nost of
those licenses will be renewed, but that decision will not be
made until the end of this very extensive review

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank you.

MR. ZALCVAN:. Chip, before you go to the second part,
| et ne add one item

Let me nmake sure you understand. As John refers to,
we're dealing with a sophisticated industry. |If there was any
possibility froma |licensee’ s perspective that the plant woul d
not be able to get a |license renewal, my expectation is we
woul d not see an application.

M5. Kilpatrick: Has that happened?

MR. CAMERON: | think in answer to the second part of
your question about have we ever denied an application, | think
John answered that as no, we haven't.

In ternms of the question on do we know of any
utilities who will not submit a license renewal application
because they know they can’t neet the regs --

MR. ZALCMAN. As a matter of fact, |icense renewal
was still in its infancy, we were devel oping the regul atory
framework. One of the private plants was the Yankee- Rowe

facility. 1In the end they elected to decommi ssion the
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facility. So there’'s a situation where it becane apparent that
the standard that the agency was going to hold themto woul d
not have resulted in a renewed |icense.

M5. Kilpatrick: You anticipated ny next question
about which ones have cl osed down, and why. Yankee- Rowe was
cl osed down?

MR. TAPPERT: Yes.

MR. CAMERON: We're going to get some nore here.

After M ke Masni k answers this question we' |l take
one nore question and then we'll go to some coments.
MR MASNIK: |I'm M ke Masni k, Environnental Section

There have been 23 reactors that have shut down, and
in fact we have a CD out on the table there that tal ks about
deconmi ssioning of these facilities, and if you want we can
al so send you a copy of our Ceneric Environnental | npact
St at ement on Decommi ssioning which details all the plants that
have shut down.

As Barry said, the utilities are relatively
sophi sticated, and if there is a chance that the plant wll
probably not be able to operate for an extended period of tine
they will shut it down.

MR. CAMERON. And, Mary, do you have one nore
question before we go to you for our first formal coment.

M5. OLSON: These are actually two questions. |

think they’'re kind of straightforward, and I did send themin
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i n advance, and | didn’'t get an answer.
VWhat is the technical docunment used to evaluate the
soci oeconom c inpacts of death that is usually used in SAVA
anal ysis? This not a trick question. | just need to know t he

answer to that.

MR. ZALCVAN: | thought | did respond to your e-nail

M5. OLSON: | did not get it. Sonetinmes they have
probl ens.

MR. ZALCVMAN: 1’1l check to see. | can’'t verify that

it was received, but we did have a response to that.

To steer you in the right direction, tw docunents
woul d be useful to you. Certainly the staff’s environnental
standard review plan -- that’s NUREG 1555 -- has a specific
section for license renewal in its Supplenent 1, and if you
wll stop by the front desk before we | eave tonight we'll make
sure you get a copy of the CD

The second docunent that would al so be of benefit to
you is the reg anal ysis handbook, and | don’t have the exact
nunber, but it’s a NUREG BR nunber, that provides -- that’s
NUREG- BR- 0184.

M5. OLSON:. The other thing | would |like to hear a
comrentary on is the nuts and bolts of the rel ationship between
the GEIS provision and GALL, and | understand you nmay have
answered the e-mail, but | have two people who are waiting for

this answer.
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MR. ZALCVAN: Let ne try and address that very
qui ckly.

GALL, G A-L-L, which is Generic Aging Lessons
Learned, that docunent has been prepared, it’s a conpilation of
accepted practices to consider agi ng nechani sns and nanagenent
prograns to manage the effects of aging.

It is part of our safety activity, it is not part of
the environnental review. It is to becone a very useful tool
a generic tool so that applicants consider whether or not they
have prograns in place that would align with those acceptable
practi ces.

So GALL will be to the safety side very nuch what the
GEISis to the environnental side.

MR. CAMERON. Let’s go to sone -- Peter, did you
have a qui ck question?

MR. SIPP: Yes, thank you. Pete Sipp, I'’'mwth GANE

Barry, in your presentation you tal ked about the
attributes of data. Can you describe the issues --

MR. ZALCVMAN: The attributes dealing with the
technical issues? Everything fromthe air, the water, the
noi se, the visual, the aesthetics, the hydrol ogy, the surface
wat er, the ground water, how nuch we take out of the water and
how much we put into the environnment -- not we, the |icense-
hol ders -- the radiol ogical sciences dealing with the health

physi cs and exposure to workers, to the public, the ecol ogical
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sciences, everything fromterrestrial and aquatic species,
effects on human health, the whol e panoply, and we tried to put
that in that one slide that |lays out all the technical issues.

But if you look at the GEIS and just | ook at the
table of contents there’'s pretty good alignnent on those issues
covering these, you know, the physical, the social, the
radi ol ogi cal, ecol ogical sciences. They're all there.

MR. SIPP:. Thank you.

MR. CAMERON. Thank you very nuch, Barry.

Let’s take sone formal comments, and we’ |l cone back
for some nore questions in alittle bit.

VWhat | would like to do is ask Mary O son to speak to
us first, and then Rita Kil patrick, and Joanne Steele.

M5. OLSON: | am Mary O son, and I'mwth the
Sout heast O fice of Nuclear Information and Resource Service.

We are a National and International organi zation, and
we have regional offices in Asheville, North Carolina.

| just wanted to give a little bit of instruction.

We have 59 sheets of posterboard that are just going to be
noved fromthis pile to a pile over there, handing it across a
human conveyor belt.

Now, each of these sheets has 36 little coffins on
it, and each coffin reads John Doe, a Standard Man, or ten to
twenty Baby Does.

Now, when you take 36 tinmes -- | think it’s 36 sheets
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-- it comes out 1,236 which is the nunber that the Nucl ear
Regul atory Conmi ssion told us in 2001, July 30th, a Federa
Regi ster notice, if in fact 103 reactors operating on that day
were operated for twenty years this is the nunber of cancer
deat hs associated with producing the fuel for those 103
reactors to operate for twenty years.

Now, the initial license is for forty years, so that
woul d be 2,472, but we kind of thought you would get the idea
from 39 sheets so we didn’t have to bring nore.

You have to double the nunber for forty years of
operation, and then with the additional twenty years which is
what we’'re tal king about here, the additional 1,236 on top of
2,472 we cone up with 3,708, 3,708 deaths from cancer
associated with sixty years of operating 103 reactors.

Now, |’'mkind of rubbing this in, but the reason |I’'m
doing it is because these are fuel cycle only, these are fuel
cycle only, and they have been evaluated as a generic inpact.

And so ny conmment on this question of Environnental
Justice tonight is to ask who are these people? W are these
peopl e? Fuel cycle, fuel production, who are these people?
And | want to bring to your attention that there’s a new
coalition of Navaj os who are saying not us, not us any nore.

If you | ook at fuel cycle, you will |ook, and you w Il 1oo0k,
and you will ook, and you will have a hard tine finding white

people, you will have a hard tine finding rich people, and so |
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am chal | engi ng the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion to reconsider
whet her soci oeconomic inpact is the correct paraneter for
Envi ronnmental Justice, since these people are not rich and they
are not white. They are dead. And if they re babies, there’s
a lot nore of themthan 1, 236.

So that’s ny next coment, and al ways ny next comrent
to the Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion, the standard nman i s not
an adequate indicator for your inpacts on the environnent, we
don’t care about your regul ations under NEPA, we care about
your inpacts, and your inpacts on babies are many tines greater
t han your inpacts on standard nen.

And I will tell you, and I will tell to go to those
nmeeti ngs where they are neeting with the Environnental
Protection Agency, and if you go on behal f of your I|icensees
and keep the EPA from having a standard for baby cancers, ooh,
daddy-o, we’'re going to bust your a--. So don’t do it. You
need to cone clean and have standards that reflect the
popul ati on you are mandated under |aw to protect.

So who are these people? Wwo are they? You don't
tell us, you don't | ook, you don't ask. W are |ooking, we are
asking, we are standing with the Navaj os and saying no nore, no
way.

A coupl e nore quick comments because | want to
respect your tine.

They're still dying, see? It isn't even all done
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because it’'s over tinme, right? They could still be dying from
the first twenty years.

Now, there was an interesting thing that happened
with Yankee-Rowe in the initial consideration of |icense
renewal , and I think we really have to take this update
opportunity on the GEIS of |icense renewal to reflect on the
response, but you know it’s Iike a dance, you knowit’'s |ike
you do sonet hing, we do sonething, you do sonething, the
i ndustry does sonething, we do sonething. It’s a dance, and
you know the public really got involved in Yankee- Rowe, and
different things happened than anyone thought was going to
happen.

So we then have to | ook at what NRC did. And quite
frankly your rules are not anticipating the problens that are
occurring.

In honor of Jess Riley who was one of our nenbers who
| represented in the license intervention for the Duke reactors
| have to say that he was quite right in saying that the NRC s
regul ati ons do not anticipate what you don’t antici pate.

And how can they? How can you anticipate what you
can’t anticipate? But what we can find out fromthis
experinent called nucl ear power that has been going on for
about forty years is that, excuse ny French, but s--- happens.
Stuff that you didn’t anticipate happens. Cconee after

relicensing happens. Davi s-Besse after inspecting other
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reactors happens. South Texas happens.

And ot her things happen, |ike people who go and | ook
at Indian Point’s tubes in their steam generators and | ook at
the wong part, and they turn the darn thing back on, boom it
bursts right in the m ddl e where they weren’t | ooking.

Sumrer, ooh daddy-o, could have been a big one,
| ooking in the right place with the wong equi prnent.

And still the industry is ready and able to rise to
the chall enge of dealing with stuff that quite frankly is
beyond its design basis in about 25 years.

All NRC is doing is giving out passes. You know,
they can’'t neet the design basis, and so what happens, Amesty
International? No. Amesty Irrational, where in three years
42 reactors reported over 500 cases of not neeting their own
design criteria. And what happens? NRC does not hi ng.

Yankee- Rowe could not neet its own design criteria,
it closed. What happened? The license renewal rules no |onger
require it, you sinply assune that they do.

So this interaction between the public getting
i nvol ved in Yankee-Rowe, the industry doing what it does to
generate electricity, and collect noney, and pay your bills
results in what, a rule that sinply assunes that everything is
okay until and unless it fails.

And | know you’'re going to contest that, but quite

frankly why were the cracks at Oconee di scovered after renewal ?
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Wiy was Davi s-Besse allowed to go for five years with
corrosion?

I’mgoing to wap it up, but I want to offer a couple
of very concrete statenents about things that are not in the
rules. However, before | do those | want to say that our
recomendation is that instead of using this process to extend
| icenses on the basis of the experience that | have cited here,
and a whole lot | haven't, we believe that if the industry is
following its mandate to protect public health and safety and
tolimt the liability of the industry and do the industry a
favor you should shorten the operating licenses to 25 years and
facilitate either phase-out or, you know, if they're trying to
get new ones we' Il see if that works.

So the only additional itens that | can tell you that
| think really are mssing in your rule, whether it’s for 25
years or 60 years, one is climte change considerations, and
" m not suggesting that these are the attributes that the
industry is tal king about when they say they are here to
protect us fromclimte change, |’ m suggesting that the severe
weat her and paraneters of our clinmate that are changi ng inpact
reactor operations, and if you | ook at Catawba having to warn
the Public Service Comm ssion in South Carolina that they m ght
have to go off |ine because of the drought |owering the water
l evels in the Catawba River, raising the tenperatures in Lake

Wlie, nmaking it nearly inpossible for themto cool their
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reactors you will have a concrete exanple of why this should be
i ncl uded as both the generic and site-specific bases.

| have already nentioned that you need regul ati ons at
the generic level that reflect all of the population -- baby
cancer rates, child cancer rates, and |’mgoing to get real
explicit here, | had fibroid tunors ten years. Wnen bleed a
lot, we are different than nen. You have to | ook at wonen too.

There needs to be the standard wonman, the standard
child, the standard infant, and the standard fetus in addition
to the standard man, and the standard el der, and then we’ll
qui bbl e about whether they’'re correct.

kay. And then finally Part 70. 1 don’t know why
t he Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion decided to do a generic
treatnment of plutoniumfuel, but you all did. You have rules
for anybody who builds a plutoniumfuel factory, so what about
Tabl e B-17? It only applies to LEU | need to rem nd you.

It’s not that |1’ m endorsing plutoniumfuel, but |I am
suggesting that uranium has no bearing on plutonium

Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Mary, and thank you
assi stants.

Rita Kil patrick.

M5. KILPATRICK: Good evening. M nane is Rita
Kilpatrick, and | amthe Georgia Policy Director for Southern

Al'liance for Cean Energy. W have offices in Atlanta,
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Savannah, and Knoxville.

Qur organi zation prior to a nerge that I worked with
was call ed Georgians for Cl ean Energy, and prior that Canpaign
for a Prosperous Georgi a.

W gave extensive public comment in oral comment, and
witten conment formon the relicensing of Plant Hatch. W
chose not to intervene quite frankly because the expedited
process we viewed to be essentially a done deal for relicensing
approval by the NRC, and not conducive to public input. So we
just generally gave our detailed coments outside of
I nterventi on.

And quite frankly while we’re daunted by the entire
process of relicensing. Plant Hatch was the first reactor |
believe in the nation of its type, a boiling water reactor, to
seek and then receive |icense approval, or |icense renewal
rat her.

And Pl ant Hatch does have serious problens that it
faces. It has a cracked core shroud, it has a problemwth
overflow ng waste, the I SFSI which was set up, the independent
spent fuel storage installation was a concern that we raised
during relicensing process.

W were told that that along with a host of other
maj or issues were really not part of the scope of the site-
specific analysis that would be taken up to | ook at the

relicensing of Plant Hatch, but rather those were generic
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| Ssues.

And so here we are today wondering what the scope of
this really is. The kind of separation that occurs in putting
I ssues in categories has been very challenging for us to even
follow, and to know where is the opportunity when you're
| ooking at a site-specific review and you' re raising these
prof ound questions of environnental inpact, and safety inpact,
and a host of other inpacts, including econonic, when we're
told that's really outside the scope we’'re wondering where are
we supposed to provide that concern then, because each plant is
bei ng brought up in an individual basis for review and ultinmate
approval, and as has been said there really hasn’t been one
denied yet it just raises concerns for us as to what the rea
process is, and the public has -- we’'re not alone. There are
ot her public comentors that raise concerns.

And honestly in looking at the results, the findings
that the agency canme out with we felt that our basic concerns
were not addressed, and we were very dissatisfied by the
anal ysis provided back to the public of this or that concern
has been taken up by the agency and this is how t he agency
feels the problemfits in.

I can go through a host of itens if this is what you
all want to hear today, the water concerns, water inpacts
certainly that affect us at the Georgia plants, and this is

true throughout the Southeast Region.
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As we know, the nuclear energy industry has an
enornous thirst for large quantities of water resources, and
that’'s been very well docunented. You can pretty easily
conpare fuel types across a host of environnental factors
ranging fromwater quantity, water quality, going on to air
quality, air quantity, land use, et cetera.

And when you | ook at these fromnot just the cl eaner
alternative fuels that are starting to conme onto the market
now, but also the traditional conventional fuels, the nuclear
fuel ranks the worst, and it ranks the worst for good reason
that it has the biggest inpact on the environnent.

And from a major accident standpoint | raised the
question about liability earlier. There are questions of
liability that link to accidents. Looking at the CRAC2 report
that we hold up frequently that was issued through a
subcomm ttee of the Oversight Investigations Comnmttee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, which by the way D ck Cheney was
|isted as a nenber of, there are a |lot of very specific
docunent ations of what the peak early fatalities are projected
to be, the peak early injuries, peak cancer deaths, fatality
figures, et cetera for individual plants throughout the
country, and those nunbers are very high

But even if you don't | ook at this problemfrom an
acci dent or a catastrophe point of view, we are hearing a | ot

of concerns about cunul ative inpacts that we don’t feel the
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agency is properly looking at. Wen decisions are nmade around
relicensing the outcone in the Hatch relicensing was fromthe
NRC sayi ng specifically that Federal agencies other than NRC
and State regul atory agencies, and owners of plants w |
ultimately deci de whether the plant will continue to operate.

At the State when we talk to them about this if they
have the authority to nove to get these plants closed on a
reasonable tine line they indicate that that's really the NRC s
purview, that that's really outside their control.

So when you go through this relicensing and | ook at
I npacts and such and cone out with findings if you can offer
sonmething for the States to actually work with, sonething
concrete that |ays out here’s what options you have that’s very
clear to them because they act |like it’s very confusing.

They may know full well that they have the ability to
take care of these problens, but they kind of put their hands
up and say we can’'t do too nmuch here.

| can go on into various other issues relating to
transportation and of course the nore recent security concerns
that have direct inpacts on the environnent and the potenti al
to do quite a bit of damage, but | don’t want to spend nore
time than I’mgiven here, so I'll just do that.

O organi zation plans to submt witing.

MR. CAMERON: |s there anything that you woul d want

us to attach to the transcript at this point?
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M5. KILPATRICK: | can offer you this CRAC2 report if
you don’t -- |I’msure you have that, but --
MR CAMERON: | don't think it would be readily

avai lable, so if you want to --

M5. KILPATRICK: Sure. [See attached]

MR. CAMERON: If you would like to go through in
summary fashion the rest of your concerns.

M5. KOTA: You can have ny tine, Rita.

MR CAMERON: | think if we have tine later on |
think we do need to clarify perhaps the statenment that is nade
usually by the NRC that, well, even if we grant |license renewal
it’s really up to the State and the utility about whether the
pl ant can operate, because | think that the way we present that
is probably a little bit m sleading and | eads to confusion of
the type you alluded to, so we’'ll try to clear that up

Do you want to summarize --?

M5. KILPATRICK: Can you clear it up for us right now
what is that statenent? Wo has the authority to deal with
t hese probl ens?

MR. CAMERON: Let’s go to either Barry or John to
tell us expressly what the NRC neans when they nake the
st at enent .

MR. TAPPERT: That’s sonething that you will hear
wWth every site-specific license review, and we neke the

statenment that even if the NRC grants the |icense that does not
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necessarily nmean that plant will operate for sixty years. Wat
it nmeans is they have a license to operate for sixty years to
operate that plant, and whether to operate that plant or not
will not be made by the NRC, but by the utility and ot her
deci si on-nakers in the community.

It’s like granting a driving license. |If you have a
driver’s license, that doesn’t necessarily nean you re going to
drive, and if the utility decides it’s no | onger econom cal to
operate that facility they may very well term nate that |icense
earlier and not operate it. The State utility conm ssions have
a lot of authority over what plants operate.

Barry, do you want to add anything on that?

MR, ZALCVAN:  No.

MR. TAPPERT: Does that answer your question?

M5. KILPATRICK: Sure. | nean just for exanple the
Public Service Comm ssion in Georgia sort of takes the stance
that it doesn’'t have a whole |lot of control over the |SFSI
handling, and that’s really outside their purview. And if you
all decide that’s sonething that the reactor needs --

MR. TAPPERT: | can't actually speak to statistics of
the Iicensees as a group. W can probably get back to you

M5. KILPATRI CK:  Ckay.

MR. CAMERON: And usually the public service
comm ssions are dealing with questions of economics, and rate

recovery, and issues |like that. They' re not addressing the
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situation froma safety standpoint, which is within the NRC s
excl usive purview.

The way we have said this at the neetings | think has
caused sone conf usi on.

M5. KILPATRI CK: Yeah, it varies because | have
wor ked at a commi ssion office where they do have nucl ear safety
in their overview, or oversight responsibilities, so it varies
by State as to whether the PSC has that. 1In CGeorgiait’s
housed with the environnental agency.

| guess our sense is if -- we’'re very concerned about
the situation just related to the |ISFSI issue at Hatch.

W’ ve got the situation now where there’s this |ong-
termvision of devel oping Yucca Mountain storage. That’'s not
going to help in ternms of offering any reduction on the | SFSI
front wwth Plant Hatch for years because it won't be in place
for so long into the future, so when we're | ooki ng at
relicensing issues and bringing the | SFSI questions up as to
how do you handle this we're setting up a parking | ot outside
the reactor because the spent fuel capacity inside the reactor
has been maxed, it's getting ready to be naxed out, as was the
case when relicensing was going on we asked a basi c question
what’ s going to happen? how are you factoring this in? and
we're told we’re sorry, it just doesn't relate right here, it’'s
out of scope.

Then our question is where does that get addressed if




© 0o N oo o M w N

N RN NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
a » W N B O © 0 N o o » W N kL O

Page 69
not through the relicensing process. And so we're very
frustrated that we haven’'t had a nechani smto address those
| SFSIs yet with the NRC

Transportation is related. Wen these storage
facilities are set up which we call DOVs, they are little dunp
sites that are not that little, they re highly dangerous sites,
when you set these up you're |ooking at transportation at sone
poi nt down the road which affects a |ot of points in CGeorgia
out beyond the reactor community. So that was anot her question
I think was sort of pushed aside that’'s not an issue for
relicensing to | ook at.

There are other specific concerns we had related to
environnental analysis that we felt were inportant to be | ooked
at. They relate to | ooking at drought inpact. W have in
CGeorgi a the issue of drought, those concerns cone up sone
seasons, and fl ooding cones up, so flooding inpacts are an
i ssue as well, looking at the danms upstream and where there
coul d be flooding occurring and sone breakage that can be
devastating below, to the reactor area bel ow

So considering those -- discharge tenperatures, |
spoke a little earlier about the water, excessive water
consunption, looking at the water that is permanently lost to
the environnment because these plants don’t just run and then
spit all the water back into the river

Anyway, those are sone of the concerns as | said
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we're planning to submt some witten comments on, so we’ll
take these up in a nore conprehensive fashion then.

MR. CAMERON:. Thank you very nuch, Rita.

Next we’'re going to go to Joanne, Joanne Steele.

M5. STEELE: | am Joanne Steele with Action for a
Cl ean Environnment in Northeast Georgia.

For the past year | have had a half-tine staff
position of researching the Oconee Nucl ear Power Plant and
I ssues around it, so it’s been sort of a quick study, and
there’s a lot nore that | need to know, but what |’ve found out
is that we're definitely concerned.

And | share Rita s concerns about how everything has
been conpartnentalized within the Nucl ear Regul atory Comn ssion
and ot her agencies, the Departnent of Energy, and Departnent of
Defense, and all of these agencies that are related to the
whol e atom ¢ energy/atoni ¢ weapons scenario which | feel like
are so tightly connected. | don't really believe in the
friendly atom | think it’s a charade to keep the atonmic
weapons goi ng, because as has been stated in the past here the
cost of, the true cost of nuclear energy makes no sense, and
it’s only 20 percent of the energy in our country, and yet we
have t hese huge agencies and the different departnents that are
supposedl y overseei ng the whol e process, and yet we get
I nconpl ete answers to our questions, or referred to sone other

| -don’ t-knowwhere to try to answer them
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So ny concern with this environnental inpact
statenment process is that it doesn’'t answer, or doesn’t address
all of the issues, all of the environnmental issues of
relicensing the nuclear power plants.

For one thing |I’ve asked questions about the vessels
thensel ves that are not replaced, that cannot be replaced, and
in the refurbishing that goes on right now at Oconee they have
three vessel heads, one of them has been replaced, Unit 3.

They can replace all six of the steam generators, but they
cannot replace the vessels that hold the reactor cores, or the
fuel rods, and the vessels expand and contract, and expand and
contract, and age, and they becone brittle, and | haven’t had
any kind of satisfactory answers as to howthe integrity of
that whole vessel is tested. And so if anyone can help ne with
that | certainly would |like to know how the integrity of the
entire vessel itself top to bottom inside and out is tested
for the strength and flexibility and hol ding that powerful

radi oactive chain reaction that goes on in the fission process.

And also | share the concerns about the nucl ear
waste, and the response | get from Qconee is, well, we just
store it on site, and have a capacity to store it until we are
given permi ssion, and then it’s the Departnent of Energy
responsibility, it’s not the utility’'s responsibility any nore
to handle it, so then it goes to a different agency to handl e

it and they just pay noney to handle that.
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You know, the so-called Yucca Mountain repository
Is going to be the solution, but it doesn’t have the capacity
to handl e the waste that we have all around the country from
all the different sites right now, and to continue for another
twenty years that is an environnmental, that is a very serious
environnental concern of what is going to happen with all of
this waste, and it goes across the board fromenergy to weapons
production, and it's all tied in with from having | earned how
to navigate atons this past year and | ooking at all the things
that you all deal with it deals with all of that stuff,
everything fromthe little gauges and nonitors that have -- you
know, probably even these lights that glow in the dark, to the
spent fuel, to the nmaking of nucl ear weapons and the waste
products fromthat.

So what to do with the waste, how can that be a
separate thing fromthe relicensing process, how the waste is
bei ng handled is just beyond ne to understand, so | would
suggest that you all make that a nuch nore prom nent part of
the environnmental inpact study that’'s done. It’s the really
responsi bl e handling of the nucl ear waste fromthe whol e
process, fromthe mning of the uranium and the water that’s
contam nated in that process, all the way to the disposing of
the waste after the fuel rods are renoved and stored.

| have grandchildren, and | cone froma large famly

who has had a |l ot of problens with cancers, and birth defects,
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and m scarriages, and things |ike that that haven’'t occurred in
t he past.

My parents, when | | ook when | | ooked at the
radi ation fallout from nuclear bonb testing they were in high-
exposure zones, and they say that a lot of this, a lot of the
problens identified as exposure to radiation can conme up in the
third generation, which is nmy children, and I’mseeing it in ny
sister’s and brother’s children who have died fromdifferent
things that could be attributed, but how do you trace it back
Li ke Mary was sayi ng, who are these deaths, and who are these
peopl e, and how can you have a flag on themto say this person
was exposed and so their child has | eukem a, or this person.

It just seens crimnal to think that we have so nany
other alternatives for energy use and energy efficiency that we
as a people, whether you work for the NRC, or you work for Duke
Energy, or whether you work for sone church, or whatever other
people, it's time for us to ook for a cleaner way to keep our
| ights on and our air conditioning, because we're killing our
children and their children with this process.

And if you are about safety and regulating safety |
pl ead you to reconsider the process that you go through for
relicensing these plants.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Joanne.

Jen.

M5. KOTA: | have a special guest to cone with ny
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presentation, we’'ll have to wait for him

Before | begin, | would like to ask the people here
who are enpl oyees of the NRC sone questions if you don’t m nd.
| just kind of wondered, and if you say yes just raise your
hand.

Who here working for the NRC has an engi neering
degree? Al those with an engi neering degree rai se your hand.

No. No one has an engi neeri ng degree?

MR. CAMERON: Jen, the people would |ike to hear your
comrents rather than going through this quiz. | nean if you
want to ask peopl e questions on --

M5. KOTA: Well, I'’mgoing to see who has a degree.
So | would like to ask these questions real quick.

Who has an engi neeri ng degree? No one?

Okay. Who in the group has ten years? Twenty years?
One person with ten years. Anybody with the NRC for twenty
years?

Thirty years? Yea. Over thirty years? Ckay.

Thanks.

Now, the reason that |I’m so pl eased about engi neering
degrees, which | didn't see any of, or thirty years, is because
there was a defensive attitude that brought these nucl ear power
reactors on line that seens to be mssing, and | don’t know, |
guess you and Barry may have noticed that | have an attitude,

but I want to tell you that nmy attitude cones froma very
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i mportant place, and | think it’s sonething that you need to
pay attention to as an organization.

I have never been to a neeting where NRC was present
where they have forgotten to say that they were neutral about
nucl ear power. Never. You have al ways said that, always.

And | have never been to a neeting where you have
said you are neutral, neither pro or con about nucl ear power in
whi ch you haven’'t said pleased and positive things about
nucl ear power.

Now, I want you to walk the talk. | know you're
representing that you have nore inportant things to think
about, but in these public neetings | don't want to hear Barry
or John, or Roger, say things about nucl ear energy has been
good for you. | don't want to hear any of you say nucl ear
power is so econom cal. These are published in your
statenents, you need to strike themfromanything you wite
because it’s your role to appear to be nonpartisan to the
public, and you are answerable to the public.

You need to get your industry-friendly jargon out of
your m nds before you conme and see us, because you' re not the
I ndustry, and we don’t need to talk to you like the industry.
We are stakehol ders, so please take that into consideration.

Now, Blinky is up here for a very good reason, a
coupl e of good reasons. Wen we | ook at the fusion sedi nment

produced each year by a 1, 000-nmegawatt nucl ear power plant it
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amounts to about 4 mllion curies, and since the half-life is
about thirty years it becones a very |limted case over the
year.

If we assune 99 percent containnent, and that’'s a
pretty high figure | think you will all agree, if we |ook at
t he hundred nucl ear power reactors that we have operating, and
an extent of 25 years, the amount of the curies rel eased by
those hundred power plants in 25 assum ng 99 percent
contai nnent is equal to four Chernobyls.

If you assune a life for these nuclear power reactors
beyond 50 years, that would be eight Chernobyls. 99 percent
contai nnent, guys. You' re not getting there.

In any case, | would also submt Blinky is here
because Blinky absorbs -- I think he lives in water -- a high
anount of tritiumby organic nolecules inside his |ittle body,
much i ke a fetus inside of a woman woul d have hi gh anmounts,
hi gh amounts of tritiumfound in its little body.

Now, there are cells that are like the ovaries in a
femal e, the nervous system of any femal e which are not
regenerated quickly is along thenselves. So this neans that
the tritiumin those cells will be around practically for the
lifetime of this individual. So we're talking |long-term
genetic defects, we are tal king nental inpairnent.

How many of you listen to nusic from anot her

generation which -- In any case, as far as the tritiumin-
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utero involves special dosinetric considerations. Also fetal
cells require rapid -- fromorganic tissues, and certain things
provide very little or no subsequent cell proliferation. That
woul d be the central nervous system that would be the ovaries
and a woman’ s fetus.

These things are dangerous, you need to stop your
j argon.

Moving right along, with the reactors we have 103
predepl oyed dirty bonbs. Anyway, what can we do with all your
I npact statenents regarding terrorism This is a heavy issue,
dudes.

The GEI S needs to be upended to allowit to be
generic. Actually | don't like it.

You said in your inportant aspects that you were

| ooking for things that had to do with -- let nme | ook at ny
notes, | can’'t even read nmy notes --
Okay. I'Il just read. Generic places inportant

aspects out of reach of nerely the stakeholders, and that’s the
sensibility that’s an inportant aspect to any nucl ear process’
accessibility to the process by the stakehol ders that are | ocal
to the plant. Unless the NRC wants to pay people the air fare,
travel, to cone to these neetings you need to stop this generic
attitude of yours and go right down el bow to el bow with people
and talk to them about their plants.

This is a farce. W don't, we’'re not paid for in al
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cases by a specialist group, we are not paid for by NG3s. W
are here because we are concerned, we’'re here because we're
tal king for the 14,000 nenbers of the Georgia Sierra C ub, and
t hey have concerns.

W' re here because a nationwide Sierra Club of half a
mllion people have causes to give nucl ear power because of
sonme of the unsolved issues with nuclear power. You need to
take it to the people, and not going to the individual sites
about everything doesn’t |ook too good, guys.

I was just confused about this thing that you' re
neutral. That is the big issue with ne.

I think I’ve nmade enough statenents, 'l submt sone
in witing, but before we go further can | hear a noddi ng of
t he heads about not working for the industry? Like we need to
hear the word safe, |like we need to hear the word econom ca
because we just need a neutral stance.

Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Jen

W will now go to Adele. Adele, you don’'t want to
speak

M5. KUSHNER. No, | don’t want to speak.

MR. CAMERON: We will go to Peter, and then Reverend
Ul ey.

MR. SIPP: Thank you.

I want to tal k about on Page 16 of the transporting
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spent fuel, the panphlet, and on Page 16 on the | ower right-
hand part of it where it tal ks about for the purpose of this
study all of this material was assuned to be released fromthe
cask, although in reality a large part of the fungible fraction
woul d plate out or adhere to the surface within the cask.

And as Rita nentioned about criticality of the
vessels, | think that should be put in the information the next
tine.

And al so you did this quite a few tines yourself, |
know it’'s real common to save the environnment, and where T-HE
has the way of separating the subject from the topic from
where we live, and | think it would be real good in your
i nformation also for the NRC to place, it wuld take the sane
anount of space in the sentence, take out "the" and put in
"our" -- | can’t find any exanples in front of ne right now --
but when you say our environnment then it has to do with us
personal |y because we can’t live here without it. And that
woul d be a hel p.

| think that the situation about Davis-Besse in Chio
is really unfortunate. | know that the Babcock & W/ cox
conpany manufactured that reactor vessel, and a reactor in
Texas where the bottom a big part of it has got problens, and
so to restore the public’s confidence in the NRC when utilities
wth a B&Wreactor vessel cones up for an extension, a license

extension, tell them yeah, you can have one, but you’ ve got to
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buy a new reactor vessel, period. It’s just that sinple. You
want us to really |look, look at the NRC, they' re | ooking out
for us. And that’'s what you tell them

And | guess, Chip, | should naybe submt that in
writing perhaps, this whole thing, or --?

MR CAVERON: W have it, Peter. You don't need to
present anything nore unless you want to anplify on it, and add
toit, and if you want to do that we would welcone it. But you
don’t need to if you don’t want to.

MR. SIPP:. Ckay.

MR. CAMERON: What you’ ve told us has been captured,
and it will be on the transcript.

MR SIPP. Ckay. Wll, thanks for that.

MR. CAMERON: The transcript will be avail able before
the close of the cooment period. |If you want to | ook at what
you sai d and deci de whether to submt nore, do that.

MR SIPP. Well, thank you. 1In a nutshell that’'s
what needs to happen, because we the public would like to know
that the NRCis in fact really |ooking out for us because |
know t he NRC crowd at Davi s-Besse were there in response to
finding a football-sized hole in a six-inch-thick head with
"Ch," and so that tells us that they didn't really know, or
they did know and they tried to hide the fact, and they were
letting the owner of the -- they were letting the people at

Davi s-Besse get away with it, and it’s just real fuzzy there.
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So we were really worried that it could be worse sonmewhere
el se, and we would |l ove to know with confidence that that’s not
going to be the case any nore.

And that’s really it. Thank you very nuch.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Peter.

Reverend Ul ey.

MR. UTLEY: Gentlenen, I'’mhere just to tell you that
you have an awesone responsibility, and I don’t envy the seat
that you' re sitting in, but you re sitting there as a regul at or
and one who has to take this information back.

I think it is inportant that you | ook at a few
things. Not only do | represent the Blue R dge Environnental
Def ense League, but | also represent the H gh and Al gin Park
| nprovenent Committ ee.

| think that’s inportant for ne to tell you because
it also represents not only poor bl acks, but poor whites. And
when | ook at the inplications of having a generic, and the
termkind of bothers nme because it tells nme that I’ m m ssing
sonet hing. When it’s generic you know | can go to the doctor
and he says | can have the real thing, or you can get this
generic, but it also tells ne that sonething nay not work as
well as the original intent.

So |l would Iike for if it’s going to be generic let’s
put everything that’s conceivable that will cause a problemfor

the patient to be addressed.
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And in particular when we |ook at Plant Vogtle, it’s
i n Burke County east of the M ssissippi, the poorest county,
evacuation routes all go through EJ [Environnmental Justice]
comrunities, a conmunity even through nowis one of the
poorest, yet it’s bounded by a big nuclear factory.

But this conpany has an opportunity to do generic
stuff, we’'re looking to neet all the obligations to those
farmers, we're going to neet all the obligations to the babies
t hat haven’t been born and hope to be born.

One thing about it, when we do things in a generic
formwe have to be sure that we cross all of the Ts and dot al
of thels, and I for one, if | could, I would afford the best
of life, but I can't.

But whenever | have to take a generic anything | try
to take one that’'s representative of the original. But all I’'nm
saying is today I want to give you sonething to take back, and
it is that all of you sitting here at sonme point in your life
have |iked to have had an extended famly, which neans that you
want babi es, you want a husband, or you want a wife, you want
grandchil dren, or you want generations to follow after you, but
it also nmakes sure that those things happen.

| have to reflect it as | see it, and then |’ m going
to close because | won’t have a sernon until Sunday, and that
is that it always goes to the first born boy to carry on the

| egacy of the famly. AmI right about it?
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So if we intend to have our strong boys | ooking after
our young | adies then we nust provide for them irregardl ess of
where they cone from irregardl ess of soci oecononics,

i rregardl ess of black, white, poor, or whatever, during that
I npact statenment be it a generic or the original, nust address
t hose t hings.

So I"’masking that if it’s an EJ issue it should be
not put on the back burner, or not left up to the plant,
because | would wite anything I wanted to if it was ny plant,
because ny job other than as a mnister | am counsel or by
prof ession, but | amal so one who | ooks at children, and when |
study kids we do a thing called an SST. That’'s where a child
i s having problens |earning in school

And | | ook where that child cones from Most of them
have been exposed to sone formof radiation. Most of them!]
have been informed have been exposed to | ess health care.

Now | represent a conmunity that has 240 known deat hs
that’'s been related to chem cal exposure -- disproportionate
should say -- and that is not fair, because if they could they
woul d have noved, but they couldn’t nove.

But it’s up to us, the gentlenen here in particul ar
and where appropriate, |ladies, you are too, to fight the battle
for those who cannot fight, to speak for those who cannot
speak, and to stand for those who cannot stand.

So | tell you now just let us put sonme faith in your
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ability to do what you ve been designed to do. All of us are
brot hers of one another, like it or not, and we have to take
care of one another, and if | can take care of Charles Ul ey I
can take care of you. Let us take care of one another.

It’s good to have good power. Yes, | canme from
kerosene lights. That works too. So we’'ll have to also |earn
that we can’t have everything, but the things that we can have
| et’s have themin a clean, whol esone environnent.

W re all God s children as Martin Luther King would
say, black children and white children

And 1’mgoing to sit down, because you know when
visit the hospital, have you ever been able to determ ne when
you went to the maternity ward whether it was a bl ack baby, a
Japanese baby, or a white baby that was crying. Wen you can
answer that then you ve answered yourself.

Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Reverend Ul ey.

I’ mgoing to ask the NRC staff whether there's
anything that they heard that they would like to clarify for
peopl e.

And | guess the second itemon the agenda is while we
have sone nore tinme are there any outstandi ng questions that
Mary has? | nean that peopl e have.

Let me ask Mary or John or others whether there’'s

anything that they want to add at this point.
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MR TAPPERT: There was an awful | ot of issues that
were raised, and we sure appreci ate those coments, but rather
than try and respond to each of those issues right now we
certainly want the staff to speak to people one-on-one if you
have any additional questions.

MR CAMERON: | think that there were sone issues
brought up that |’ mthinking, one popping into ny head that
Joanne asked about the stability of the whole reactor unit.

There may be sone offline things that we can do
there. P.T., do you want to --7?

MR KUO | will speak to her after

MR. CAMERON. (Ckay. Good. P.T., | forgot to add
that he is branch chief, and being the branch chief of the
| icense renewal and environnmental review programhis
responsibility is not only the environnmental aspect, but the
safety aspect of |icense renewal.

And, Mary, did you have sonet hi ng?

M5. OLSON: Yes.

MR. CAMERON. (Ckay. Here we go, two outstandi ng
questi ons.

M5. OLSON. My first question is from sonething that
was said earlier this evening. |’mwondering where in the
records of the world we can find out who has been asking for
eval uation of Environnmental Justice in NRC |icensing, and

whet her that docunent is avail abl e.
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MR. ZALCVAN: Just to respond to that, there was a
letter that was sent in to the Conmm ssion fromthe Nucl ear
Energy Institute. | don't have the exact date on that, but I
think it was certainly within the first quarter of the year,
this year [Actual date was Decenber 20, 2002], and there is an
effort to respond to that.

The Commi ssion did in fact direct the staff to take a
harder | ook at that issue, and ny presunption is that it was
part of a staff requirenents nmenorandum whi ch woul d al so be
made publi c.

M5. OLSON. | have one nore question, but | want to
make a brief comment at this point, and I'msure we will follow
this up in a nore formal nanner

But we rarely, though we do express not only our
appreci ation but our pride in the Nucl ear Regul atory
Commi ssion, and certainly the decision about Environnental
Justice inpacts of the Louisiana Energy Systenmi s proposal for
Homer, Louisiana is sonething that we take pride in as an
organi zati on having worked with the |ocal affected community in
hel ping themw th their struggle, but we also have repeatedly
taken pride in announcing the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion’s
backi ng of the Atom c Safety Licensing Board decision on the
Envi ronnmental Justice portions of that case.

So as | say, | think we will take the opportunity to

make sone of that nore fornal
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My ot her question fromthis evening is about Waste
Confidence, and | admt that | haven’t read the nost recent
thing, and |1’ m asking you now whet her Waste Confidence was ever
updated, or will be updated in relation to twenty additiona
years of reactor operations across the fleet, because the base
case scenario that the Departnent of Energy used for the Yucca
Mount ai n scenarios did not assune |icense renewal, and there is
not currently a second repository program

MR. ZALCVAN: A qui ck response.

In the | ast update of the Waste Confi dence deci sion
-- and for those of you who want to look at it, it’s in 10 CFR
51.23 -- the Commi ssion found no dramati c change with the
i nformati on that was used in judgi ng adequacy of the position
they held previously, and in fact they drew the concl usion that
wast e coul d be nanaged safely for at |east twenty years after
the end of current operating license, including |icense
renewal .

And that Waste Confidence decision is revisited on a
periodic basis. The Conm ssion does have a commtnent to do
t hat .

MR. CAMERON: Joanne.

M5. STEELE: | kind of got sidetracked. | tend to do
that when | get talking.

But one of the things that | wanted to ask about, and

again | just don’t know which conpartnent different things go
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in when we’'re tal ki ng about environnental inpact -- | just
t hought that that would be B.U -- | got the 2001 radiation
nonitoring report fromthe Cconee Plant, and | haven’t seen the
2002, maybe it’s out and avail able, but I haven't found it, |
woul d | ove to have a copy of that.

But it was a 93- or 97-page report fromthe different
sites around the plant in a ten-mle radius and on with the
vegetation, and air, and water, and sedi nentation, and things
like that that they test for isotopes, and | was having a hard
time trying to figure out where the hot spots were, but I
thought | had circled a few, and I sent themto Dave C ose who
is on the board of the Institute for Energy and Environnental
Research, and he was saying that the way that the nonitoring is
done and conpiled that it dilutes the findings, so that it was
hard to really see exactly where sone of the problens were, but
that he did notice that there were high levels of tritiumin
sonme of the places, and high | evels of cesiumand sedinent in
sonme places fromthe Oconee plant, but ways of tracing that
back to events and situations that caused that were hard to
followin the way that nonitoring and records are kept, so |
guess ny question is how can it be traced back, and when the
three-eyed fish rem nded ne of that question that | had had
originally, and I do bring it up, but a nore clear way of
nonitoring rel eases and the accunul ati on of sone of the

radi oacti ve i sotopes that get released fromthe plants during
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operation, what was in place and what’s available to us to see
t hose t hings.

MR. CAMERON: | don’'t know if anybody wants to
respond right now, but sonmeone certainly can -- Mke, do you
want to talk offline?

MR MASNIK: | will talk to her.

MR. CAMERON: Al right. Jen.

M5. KOTA: M father is an engineer, he's a rocket
scientist. He and his slide rules put the first rocket on the
noon. That is why |'minterested in who is an engineer in
here, because | have an inherent faith in engineers, not that I
necessarily think that the NRC is doing every single thing |
would wish it to do. So that question was a matter of
establishing faith.

And | appreciate anybody who held their hand up to
bot her to answer ny questions.

I would like to try it one nore time. Who in here is
an engi neer? Anybody? | thought you m ght be.

Anybody el se an engi neer in here?

Thank you very nuch.

MR. CAMERON: All right. And as | nentioned in the
i ntroduction for John Tappert and Barry, engineering,
definitely an engineer, acts |like an engi neer -- No, |I'm
sorry.

[ Laughter.]
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MR. CAMERON: Rita, did you have a question?

M5. KILPATRI CK:  Yes.

MR. CAMERON. All right. W’'re going to goto Rita
for a question, and I think we have a couple of offline so-to-
speak conversations that are going to take place with P.T.,

M chael, and |I'’m sure there’ s other issues that you guys have
heard that you want to talk to peopl e about.

Rita.

M5. KILPATRICK: My question has to do with the
assessnent that occurs during relicensing, the relicensing
process, assessnent of the need for energy.

And we addressed this sonme in our comrents know ng
that for Plant Hatch for exanple the Georgia Public Service
Comm ssi on goes through a | ong-range planning process that it
approves with a Southern Conpany affiliate every three years,
and we know that the big picture was not including a relicensed
Hat ch, and the energy needs were stepped out and addressed
through alternative supplies for the future, and it occurred to
us that the NRCis not really the agency that woul d necessarily,
have the expertise to even address that question.

The FERC deals with that, and the SEC in sone ways
deals with hol ding conpanies, but the NRC that’s not your area
of expertise, yet it’s a category addressed and brought up as
environnental issue because obviously the extension of the life

of a plant has trenendous environnental inpact, an adverse
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| npact over many years.

You nentioned during introduction topics such as
mer chant plants and issues that need to be resol ved, and
unbundl i ng, and services, and deregul ati on, and you know t hese
are really big issues, and howis this being tackled if there's
not that base of expertise to address those questions as part
of relicensing.

MR. ZALCMAN:. Let ne address it fromtwo
per specti ves.

The first is you re absolutely right in terns of the
role and responsibility of the agency. There are a limted
nunber of times where the agency | ooks at need for power, and
it’s predomnately in the environnental area.

But quite directly it is not in license renewal; the
Comm ssion already has determ ned the need for power is not
part of the license renewal equation before the NRC. Need for
power is the domain of States, the PUCs, the PSCs that pass
judgment on need, and set rates, that’s their responsibility.

The NRC | ooks at need for power at a stage when the
envi ronnental consequences, or environnental changes woul d be
the greatest, for exanple at a construction permt phase for a
new plant that woul d be contenpl ated under NRC s regul atory
framework for Part 50, 10 CFR Part 50 there is a construction
permt, and at that stage the NRC | ooks at need for power only

i nsofar as there’s a reasonabl e expectation that some public
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good would result fromthis undertaking, and this undertaking
results in disturbance of |and, consunption of resources in
terms of construction, and, ultimately, the operation of the
facility.

Under that l|icensing framework, 10 CFR Part 50,
there’s a construction permt, and then there’'s an operating
| icense. That operating |license review does not consider need
for power either. Once the environnental consequences have
been borne already the Commi ssion has determ ned there is no
need to revisit the need for power, because if the need for
power was not there as determ ned by the Sstates this plant
woul d not be com ng online.

For license renewal, the power is in use today, and
it serves traditionally as a baseload facility. That power is
used today. The expectation is, if you take a | ook at the Vice
Presi dent’s Comm ssion on energy for the next generation, that
nore plants will need to be built to provide power for the
United States.

If you renove existing facilities fromthe power
base, even nore plants will be built, so the presunption is
today there is a need for power. That plant is online
delivering power. |If you renove it fromlicense renewal, that
power will need to be replaced, and that is why the view that
we | ook at for alternative energy for license renewal is to

repl ace a basel oad capacity, and delivery of demand. You turn
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on the plant, it runs for its cycle; it’'s a basel oad pl ant,

it’s delivering it today, the expectation is that need is

t here.

MR. CAMERON: And in ternms of the expertise issue,
even --

MR. ZALCMAN. We don't ook at it for license
renewal . At the tinme when we were faced with construction

permts we had the capability, and the expertise is only so far
as to determne that sonme public good will cone out of this
exercise; it is not to do the full econom c anal ysis.

M5. STEELE: |If you don’t look at it in license
renewal , why is it on the application? There is a category on
it, and we saw what the conpany said and -- Are you sayi ng
It’s not an issue?

MR. ZALCVAN: |’ m saying need for power is not an
I ssue for license renewal .

M5. STEELE: Then why do you ask for that
I nf or mati on?

MR ZALCMAN: | don’t believe we ask for the

i nformati on.

M5. STEELE: Ckay. Well, I’'ll submt that. It was
in the conpany’ s application material | believe when we were
| ooki ng through that and comrenting on it, and if -- | guess

the basic point would be it should be in there for that to be

factored in, but to be factored in according to how the State
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Is planning for the future energy needs, and if there’'s
pl anni ng done and repl acenent power that does not rely on any
relicensed nuclear energy then why look at this in the first
pl ace?

MR. ZALCVAN. Let ne make one quick response to that,
and | think that touches upon the point that John Tappert was
maki ng previously, that the ultimte province for the decision
of whether or not this plant will operate is the domain of the
| i cense-holder and traditionally State regul atory conm ssions.
It is not the NRC

We are naking the safety judgnent, we are naking the
environnental judgnment that the inpacts would not be so great,
and in fact that the plant can operate safely during the
renewal period, but that can ... is not ... nust operate the
plant; that is not our determ nation.

MR. CAMERON: And there is part of every
environnental inpact statement on |icense renewal where we | ook
at alternative power sources, and that nay be what you may be
t hi nki ng about, and I know that Eva Hi ckey back here from
Pacific Northwest National Lab has done a | ot of those
anal yses, and maybe -- | don't know, Rita, if you have tine
maybe the two of you could talk after the neeting about that
particul ar aspect of it.

| guess froma facilitator’s point of view | would

just like to thank all of you for your interest that you
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definitely have shown, and also for your courtesy.

And I’ mjust going to ask whether Barry, P.T., John,
anybody has anything to say to close the neeting out.

MR. ZALCVAN: Let ne follow up on a point that Chip
made with Peter that in fact everything that you ve presented
today builds the record. This transcript becones part of the
record as we nove forward.

We hope that you take the opportunity to reflect upon
what you’ ve heard today, and have the tinme and interest to take
sonme of the material that we’ ve brought along with us to help
put this in proper context.

But the scoping period ends on Septenber 2nd, so you
have the opportunity if you want to enbellish your thoughts, or
If you want to encourage others to respond to provide the
background information that we need to be able to consider
I ssues. We are focused on the technical issues associated with
those 92 issues, or if there’s a 93rd or a 94th, or, if there's
sone reason to renove one of the issues, |et us understand the
technical details and the bases for that, and that’s really
going to assist us in doing our job.

Thanks.

MR. TAPPERT: | would just like to thank everyone for
comng out tonight. You are an inportant part of this process.

As Barry says, the scoping period wll continue until

Sept enber 2nd, and the nmeans to contact the NRC was on the
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slides earlier. So we certainly encourage you to send in any
additional witten comments that you nmay have.

We appreciate the conmtnent that you have taken, and
the investnent of tine not only to conme out here tonight, but
obvi ously you' re heavily engaged in these issues and a | ot of
personal tinme has been put into becom ng inforned, and we
appreciate that as well.

MR. CAMERON: | guess we’'re adj ourned.

MR. TAPPERT: OCh. People with the nane tags wll be
staying around after the neeting. |If you have any questions
we' |l be happy to talk to you.

[At 9:40 p.m, Tuesday, July 8, 2003, the neeting was

concl uded. ]




