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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COWM SSI ON
+ + + + +
PUBLI C MEETI NG ON THE UPDATE OF THE CENERI C
ENVI RONMENTAL | MPACT STATEMENT ON LI CENSE RENEWAL
FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS
+ + + + +
OFFI CE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATI ON
DI VI SI ON OF REGULATORY | MPROVEMENT PROGRAMS
( NRR/ DRI P)
+ + + + +
ANAHEI M CALI FORNI A
+ + + + +
TUESDAY
JULY 15, 2003
+ + + + +
The Public Meeting on the update of the
generic environnmental inpact statenent on |icense
renewal for nuclear power plants convened at 7:00
p.m, Chip Caneron, special counsel for public
l'iaison, facilitating.
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P-ROGEEDI-NGS
(7:00 p.m)

MR. CAMERON: Good evening everyone and
wel come to the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion public
nmeeting on the update of the Generic Environnental
| pact Statenment on Li cense Renewal for Nucl ear Power
Pl ant s.

My name is Chip Caneron and | am the
speci al counsel for public liaisonat the NNCandit’s
ny pleasure to serve as your facilitator tonight for
the meeting. | just wanted to say a couple of words
about neeting process before we get intothe substance
of our discussions tonight.

Internms of objectives for the neeting, we
want to make sure that we clearly explain to all of
you what the update process is for the generic
envi ronnental inpact statenent, why we're doing it,
what the |license renewal process is, and to answer any
guestions you m ght have about that.

The second objective and nost inportant
objective is to hear any cornments, advice, or concerns
any of you mght have about the I|icense renewal
process, specifically about the wupdating of the
generi c environnental inpact statenent.

Qur format for the neeting toni ght mat ches
those two objectives. W’'re going to start out first

wi th two NRC presentations to gi ve you sone cont ext on




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

4

t hi s updat e process and on |icense renewal and go out
to you, answer any questions you m ght have. The
second part of the neetingis for us tolistento you
inanore formal way, give you an opportunity to nmake
sone formal coments to us.

If we need to we’'ll go back into the
di al ogue node t o answer any questions that m ght cone
up based on the formal conmments. | really do want to
enphasi ze the i mportance of theinformationthat we're
giving you tonight because the comments that you
provi de toni ght are going to have the same wei ght as
any witten comments that are subm tted.

KCR St enographer is taking a transcript
that will be avail able for everyone to see, as well as
the transcripts from the other neetings that we’ ve
done on this sane subject in other cities.

But, you may hear i nformation toni ght from
the NRC staff - things that you didn’t know. You may
hear information fromothers in the audi ence and you
may want t o suppl ement your oral coments with witten
comments and the staff will tell you what the process
is for submtting witten comrents.

In terms of ground rules, very sinple,
very informal. If you want to say anything, just
signal ne and I’'Il bring you this talking stick.
Please give us your name and affiliation if

appropriate so we can have that on the record.
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| would just ask for only one person to
speak at atine. | don't think we’'re going to have a
|l ot of problenms with that tonight, but that always
allows us to keep a clean transcript and, nore
i mportantly, togiveour full attentionto whoever has
the floor at the tine.

| just want totell you what the agendais
and gi ve you sone introductions for the NRC staff so
that you know who is speaking to you tonight.

W' re going to start out first with a
short overview of the |icense renewal programand we
have M. John Tappert right here fromthe NRC staff
who is going to do that for us.

John is the chief of the Environnental
Revi ew section that is in our l|icense renewal and
environmental inpact program John and his staff are
responsi ble for supervising the preparation of any
environment al revi ews that are done i n connectionw th
reactor licensing, including alicensing application
that we mght get to renew a license at a nucl ear
power plant.

John has been with the NRC for about
twel ve years. He has served as a resident inspector.
These are the people that are the NRC s eyes and ears
at the plant site itself. Before that he was in the
Nucl ear Navy and he has a bachelor’s degree in

Oceanographic and Atnospheric Engineering from
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Virginia Tech and a naster’s degree in Environnental
Engi neering from John’s Hopki ns University.

W will then go - W won’t take a break
then. We'Il goright to the second speaker, whichis
really the heart of the information tonight. W have
M. Barry Zalcman right here. Barry is going to talk
about the update process. He's been involved for a
long timeinthelicense renewal planning process, the
environnmental inpact part of that.

As you' ll hear tonight, there are two
maj or conponents of the NRC s review of these |icense
applications. There's a safety reviewand there’s an
environnental review \Well, Barry has been on the
ground fl oor of planni ng t he environnmental reviews and
he’s been with the NRC for about 23 years doing a
variety of things including nanaging programs in
enmer gency planning and the early site permt process.

He was with the private sector, Danes &
Moore Engi neering. He's been a Congressional Fellow
with Senator Harry Reid from Nevada. He has a
bachel or’ s degree i n At nospheri c Sci ences fromRut gers

and has done graduate work in geophysical fluid

dynami cs.

Wth that | would just thank all of you
for comng to Anaheim to be with us tonight. The
staff will be around after the neeting if you would

like to talk with them We do have sone of our
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consultants - our experts here who are helping us to
prepare this generic environnental inpact statenent
update and they will al so be avail abl e.

W do have a form - it’s an eval uation
formfor nmeetings out there. It helps us to inprove
our nmeetings and if you feel so inclined to take the
time and fill it out and either leave it or it’'s
al ready flagged so you can just put it in a mail box
and send it tous. Wth that I’mgoing to ask John to
start us off. John?

MR. TAPPERT: Thank you Chip. As Chip
says, nmy nane is John Tappert. | too would like to
wel come you to this neeting. This is the third of
four we’'re having around the country on this topic.
Thank you for attending.

| would |like to start by telling you why
we are having this neeting tonight; to introduce the
license renewal process and the role of the
environnental reviewinthat process; and, finally, to
tell you what we hope to acconplish today.

We're holding this neeting to invite the
public to participateinthe scoping process that wll
assi st the NRCin fram ng the environnental issues to
be consi dered as we update the Generic Environnenta
| npact Statenent, or GElS.

Thi s Generic Envi r onnment al | mpact

Statenment, or GEIS, and the NRC rule that was
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i mpl ement ed refl ecting the findings and concl usi ons of
the CGEI'S, are fundanental conponents of the NRC s
i cense renewal program The findings of the GEIS are
used by the NRC by the environnental review

Now this environnental review is an
i mportant part of the license renewal program and
combined wth the safety review and on-site
i nspecti ons, forme the basis for the staff
recommendati on to renew or not to renewthe operating
i cense of a nucl ear power plant.

Nucl ear power plants can be |icensed by
the NRC for a period of up to 40 years. While there
is no engineering limtation associated with this
period, the United States Congress in the Atonmc
Energy Act of 1954 felt that 40 years struck the right
bal ance between the nation’ s |ong-term energy needs
and financi al considerations.

Congress also envisioned that these
| i censes coul d be renewed and it so stated in the act.
However, they provi ded no additional gui dance and t he
i mpl enentation details wereleft uptothe Commi ssion.

Now since that time, nuclear power has
grown to be an inportant part of the nation s energy
m x, making up about 20% of the electrical energy
produced in the United States today. Over the years
nucl ear technol ogy has matured and focus on reactor

safety and environnental protection has been
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strengt hened and the i ndustry has expressed interest
in renewing the licenses of virtually all the power
plants in the country.

Now the NRC's role in this is not to
pronot e nucl ear power, but rather to ensure the public
and the environnment are protected and that nuclear
materials are safeguarded. W’ 1| discuss nore about
the status of the license renewal programin a | ater
slide. Next slide, please.

This slide depicts the entire |icense
renewal process. As nucl ear power plants progress to
their 40-year licenses, the NRCinitiated a |icense
renewal programand established aregul atory framewor k
to pronote renewal .

The | i cense renewal programwas createdin
the late 1980s to establish a systematic review of
those inportant safety attributes of nuclear power
pl ants associ ated with the aging of these facilities.

The safety activities are focused on agi ng
managenent prograns for passive, long-lived system
structures and conponents and require reassessnent of
those tinme imt anal yses that have seen 40 years of
use.

These activities involve the NRC staff
devel opnent of a safety eval uation report, conducti ng
i nspection activities, and an i ndependent assessnent

by the Comm ssion’s Advisory Comrittee on Reactor
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Saf eguar ds.

This Committee was established by the
Atom c Energy Act. It consists of a group of nucl ear
experts to provide independent advice to the
Conmi ssion. Now the reason the Comm ssion felt that
it could narrowits safety focus to agi ng managenent
prograns, is that for other aspects of operation,
there are ongoing regulatory processes that ensure
safety and have provisions for key prograns such as
energency planning and security.

In addition to the safety review, the
staff conducts an independent review of the
environnental inpacts associated wth continued
operation of the facility during the renewal period.

Now the Commi ssion determined that the
action to consider whether or not to renew an
operating license should allow for a high |evel of
public participation during the environnmental review
and decided the NRC would develop a site-specific
environnental inpact statenment for each |icense
renewal application.

Now, whereas the safety activities are
governed by the Atom c Energy Act, the environnenta
activities are governed by the Nati onal Environnental
Policy Act, or NEPA

The NRC has established inplenenting

regul ations for license renewal in Title 10 of the
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Code of Federal Regul ations, or 10 CFR, Part 54 and
the regul ations for environmental protection can be
found in 10 CFR, Part 51. Next slide, please.

That's part of thelicense renewal program
initiated in the late 1980s. The NRC undertook a
conprehensive review of envi ronnent al i ssues
associ ated with continued operation of nucl ear power
pl ants beyond the term of the current operating
license and the specific activities associated with
t he refurbi shnent that nmay be necessary for conti nued
operation during the renewal peri od.

The results of this conprehensive review
were issued in 1996 as NUREG 1437, the GCeneric
Envi ronment al | npact Statenent for |icenserenewal for
nucl ear power plants. In total, 92 environmental
issues were identified across the ecological,
physi cal , soci al and radi ol ogi cal sci ences that needed
to be consi dered for refurbishment activities and for
conti nued operation.

The findings of the GEI Sthat were i ssued
in 1996 were codified in the regul ations 10 CFR, Part
51. In so doing, the Comm ssion indicated its intent
torevisit the GEISinitsinplenmentingregulations on
a 10-year cycle to determ ne whether the technica
bases or concl usi ons needed to be updated.

As t he program has been inpl enmented, the

changes have occurred. The staff has captured these
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changes as they were identified in each of the site-
specific environnmental inpact statenents that were
devel oped for each license renewal application.

So, the CGEIS represented a snapshot in
time and now it is tine to determ ne whether the
changes that have occurred should be included in an
update to the CEIS.

Now, to date, the NRC has received 14
applications for the renewal of 30 power reactor
| i censes and t he NRC has i ssued renewal |icenses to 16
power reactors. Al indications are that nultiple
| i cense renewal applicationsw || continuetobefiled
with the Comm ssion over the next decade and
eventually the entire fleet of nuclear power plants
wi Il request |icense renewal .

So, we're here today to listen to your
views and |look forward to your participation in
hel ping the NRC determ ne the scope of the |icense
renewal GEI'S updat e.

|’ve tried to provide a brief outline of
the role of the environnmental review in our |icense
renewal activities and its inmportance in the NRC s
regul atory franework.

You have an inportant role in identifying
generic environnental issues that we shoul d consi der
for all nuclear power plants. In our notices for

t hese nmeetings, -- extra copies are avail able at the
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registration desk -- we’ve identified resources to
assi st you in understanding how the |icense renewal
process works and the result of that process to date.

Now, as we consi der changes to update the
GElIS, we will continue to review new applications
under the existing regulatory framework, but insights
gained fromthis GEI S update process may very wel |l be
i mpl enented in review of the current applications.

Wth that, | guess, have Barry provide
sone additional information.

MR. CAMERON: Before we have Barry cone
up, there’s one other person that | failed to
i ntroduce to you and that is our senior NRC official
here, M. Dave Matthews. Dave?

Dave is the Director of the Regul atory
| mprovenent Programat NRCthat covers |icense renewal
and other activities. Al of these people are with
our office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation at the NRC

Yes, Rochelle? Do you want to ask a
clarifying question?

MRS. BECKER M. Tappert nentionedthat--

MR. CAMERON: Can you just tell everyone
who you are for the record?

MRS. BECKER: Rochell e Becker, San Luis
Qbi spo’ s Mot hers for Peace. You nentioned the NRCis
seeking a high |l evel of public participationand!| was

wondering why, if you' re seeking this, you' re hol ding
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these hearings in Anaheim when the Diablo Canyon
Nucl ear Power Plant is a four and a half to five and
hal f hour drive away and seven in the evening, soit’s
at | east two days off work for people that woul d have
li ked to have participated?

MR. CAMERON: Barry, do you want to
clarify that and then go into your presentation and i f
we need to come back to any issues like that we wil
do that, whatever we need to do? Barry?

MR. ZALCMAN:. |’ d be happy to. My naneis
Barry Zalcman. This is a generic activity. This is
not an activity specificallyrelatedto D abl o Canyon,
nor is it one related to San Onofre.

The agency has taken a very aggressive
approach in reaching out tothe publicindealingwth
generic issues. Aneeting like this is not required.
Aneetingthat | will talk about, dealingwith a draft
of the Generic Environnmental |npact Statenent --
Public neeting is not required, but the agency
nonet hel ess felt it was nost inmportant to bring the
nmessage and bring our access of staff to the public.

The last tine we had a generic activity
simlar to this was the Generic Environnental |npact
Statenent for Deconmm ssioning. |It’s our intent to
have public neetings i n each of the agency’s regions.

The agency had the Generic Environnent al

| mpact Statenent in San Francisco and we were




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

15

criticized and asked to bring it to Southern
California. So this is our attenpt to bring it to
Sout hern California.

Now agai n, those facilities in Arizona and
those facilities in Washington, if menbers of the
public want to participate they woul d have to cone to
this forum or, since we are providing a rather |ong
opportunity as part of the scopi ng process so that any
menber of the public can reflect upon what is
di scussed at these neetings; or what they find from
the transcripts or the background informtion; and
still present us with comments during the scoping
process whi ch ends in Septenber

Al t hough we appreciate that it requires
some time and effort on the part of a nenber of the
public to come and interact with us, we’re com ng out
into the public domain.

W reactedtothecriticismthat we had in
San Francisco’s neeting to deal wth Southern
California. | can only offer that we’' re naking every
effort tonmeet inapublic forumin each and every one
of our regional office areas. This nmeeting was not
held in Arlington, Texas for that reason.

MR. CAMERON: Oobviously if you want to say
anyt hi ng nor e about that when we get done with Barry’s
presentation, please feel free to do it, but Barry

t hank you for that expl anation. Wy don’t you gointo




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

16

your presentation?

MR. ZALCMAN: COkay. Let nme recogni ze Dave
Matt hews for a nmonent.

MR. MATTHEWS: Yes. | just might add one

comment. We haven’t had any i ndication fromeither of

the existing licensees in California of any
wi I lingness togoforwardw thlicenserenewal at this
time.

At such tinme that they do indicate that
wi | I'i ngness and nmake an application, and then we wil |
have site-specific neetings associated with that
specific applicationintheimmed ate vicinity of both
of those facilities.

So, inthat regard there will be a future
opportunity to the extent that either of those
| i censees decides that they' re going to nove towards
i cense renewal . We just haven’'t had a declared
intent on their part yet.

MR, ZALCMAN.  And if | could expand on
that point -- This nodel that we use for public
outreach - whenthereis aspecific application, there
is a simlar scoping period. W actually have two
nmeetings, one in the afternoon and one in the evening
to be as accommopdating as we can to nenbers of the
public.

W often do that at the draft EI S stage as

wel | . So, you would see that we accomopdate the
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public and it would be in close proximty to the
facility.

When we have site-specific applications we
do in fact have neetings in the vicinity. However,
this is a generic activity and we have neetings in
each of our regions. W’ ve cone to California because
we think that is where the public has expressed the
greatest interest to neet with us.

In another generic activity, we were
criticized for San Francisco and I'll be criticized
wherever | go, |I'’msure. Thank you.

MR. ZALCMAN:. Let ne al so extend ny hearty
wel come, for those that have participated in the
process, to devel op the Generic Environmental |npact
St at enent when we started it back in the early 1980s,
| wel come you back

For those of you that have becone awar e of
| i cense renewal as a new programand are interested in
where this programw || take us on an individual site
basis, | wel cone youto the opportunity to participate
as wel | .

If it becones apparent that the NRC at t he
end of this process will in fact develop a Ceneric
Environment al | npact Statenent -- and we haven’'t pre-
j udged that outcone yet -- we’'re trying to determ ne
whet her or not that is necessary and we’'re reaching

out to the public to gain public input on that.
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You' Il have additional opportunities, as
| mentioned in the earlier response - you'll have
addi ti onal opportunities to participate with us as we
conme back into the Region and al so duri ng the coment
period on the draft EIS as we explain what the
Agency’s findings are. You'll have an opportunity to
comrent on the draft as well.

A compani on to the Generic Environnental | npact
St at ement, as John pointed out, was a rule codifying
the results of that docunent. If a Ceneric
Envi ronnental |npact Statenment update results in an
Envi ronnental Inpact Statement, or EIS then a
conpani on rul e change will acconpany that.

So the opportunity to corment will be on
both the Generic Environnmental |npact Statenent and
the structure of the rule. After the comment peri od,
t he | ogi cal progressionis that we would go final and
t he Agency woul d produce a final Environmental |npact
Statenent and with that a conpanion final rule.

Now as John i ndi cat ed, |icense renewal has
a nunber of conponents and we’re here to focus on the
environnental attributes of the Environnental |npact
Statenments that are produced.

W' re focusi ng on the environmental | eg of
the |license renewal process. As | step through ny
slides, | would |ike to provide you wi th a perspective

on NEPA, the National Environnmental Policy Act, the
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process, and how the NRC relates it to license
renewal. [’Il plan to provide sonme detail on howthe
GElS fits into the NRC regulatory framework. |1
briefly discuss how the hundred or so environnenta
i ssues associated with |icense renewal were eval uat ed
for all plants and were categorized, so that the
uni que issues associated with an application for a
particul ar plant beconmes the focus of our review

So let me start wth the National
Envi ronnental Policy Act. For thosethat are famliar
withit, bear with me, for those that are not, let ne
point out that it is the Ilandmark piece of
envi ronnental |egislation.

It expresses the principle that the
Federal governnent should consider and disclose to
deci sion makers and the public alike the affects of
certain actions on the human environnent.

The Nucl ear Regul at ory Comm ssi on
determined that the licensing action, or inthis case
t he Federal action, associated with an applicant’s
request to extend an operating |icense, warrants the
devel opment of an Environmental |npact Statenent.
That is what allows for the highest |evel of public
participation. Anything | ess than an Environnenta
| npact Statenment processed by the agency woul d have
| ess public invol verent.

So t he Conmi ssi on det erm ned at t he out set
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that an Environnental Inpact Statenent would be
prepared, and that it be a Generic Environnental
| npact Statenent, which is an expression that the
Conmi ssi on al so had, that the environnental reviewfor
| i cense renewal may refl ect some common i npacts from
but not necessarily all, the environnental issues.

The Comm ssion directed the staff in the
1980s to undertake the devel opnent of the Ceneric
Envi ronnental | npact Statenment, or GEI'S, for |license
renewal to establish an effective program for
l'i censi ng.

Those environmental issues that coul d be
resol ved were resol ved. They were anal yzed i n detai l
and they were identified wthin the GCeneric
Envi ronnental |npact Statement. Those issues that
wer e uni que, because of a site specific attribute of
the issue, or peculiar site setting, or unique plant
interface with the environnent, or variability from
site to site were deferred. They are required to be
resolved at the tinme that an applicant seeks to renew
its operating |icense.

As required by rule, the NRC staff
devel ops a supplenent to the Generic Environmental
| rpact St atenent. Each applicant is required to
submit a detail ed environnental report as part of its
request to renew an operating |icense. Each NRC

suppl enent results from an independent review of
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i nformation present ed by t he appl i cant,
i nt ergovernnmental interactions, environnental audits,
i nterviews, and i ndependent anal yses perforned by the
staff and its contractors, and the public
partici pati on process.

The NRCrelies in part on the findings of
the GEIS and the staff assesses whether new
i nformati on may be significant tobringinto question
any of the findings inthe GEIS for each application.

This is a dynam ¢ process and t he NRC even
est abl i shed a requirenent that an applicant identify
any new and significant information that it may be
aware of toensurethat it is consideredin perforn ng
its environnental reviewand could be revealed to the
staff for its consideration as well. The staff goes
further in pursuit of determnm ni ng whet her or not there
is additional new information that could also be
significant.

NEPA requires a systematic approach to
eval uating environnmental issues. In performng
analyses to evaluate the environmental inpact’s
association with license renewal actions, mtigative
nmeasures to reduce those inpacts, however small, and
alternatives to the proposal, includingthe no-action
alternative, are considered. Therefore, NEPA and t he
NRC statements that are produced are disclosure

mechani sns. The EISs are used to inform decision
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makers of the inpacts of the actions contenpl ated and
are used to describe the factors consi dered.

Envi r onnent al i npact statenents are
subject to public scrutiny and nost inportantly to
active public participation. Next slide --

Now the range of issues originally
i nvol ved in a thorough anal ysis, as we devel oped t he
GEl S and again in the review of every |icense renewal
appl i cati on, was conprehensive.

For this CEIS update and for every site
specific review, we establish a team nmade up of
menbers of the NRC staff, many who are experts in
their own right, and supplenent that with experts in
various fields fromnational |aboratories.

At the nmonent, the Agency enpl oys experts
from four national |aboratories to assist in the
| i cense renewal process. For this CEIS update, the
team consists of NRC staff experts and contractors
fromthe Pacific Northwest National Laboratory.

In total, there are nore than 250 t ot al
years of technical experience in performng
envi ronnental reviews amassed for this effort. This
slide gives you an i dea of the issues involved and t he
technical areas that the NRC and its teamof experts
eval uat e.

Next slide -- If you bear with nme, let ne

briefly address how we arrived at the GEI S.
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Thi s Generic Envi r onnment al | mpact
St at ement, NUREGL437, specifically appliestolicense
renewal . | say that because there are other Ceneric
Environnmental |npact Statenments that nay have been
conpleted in the past. Sone of those that may have
been conpleted already and inform license renewal
deci si ons.

Since sone of the evaluations already
represent the Comm ssion’s position by rule, they may
serve a useful purpose in license renewal as well. A
nunber of these are enunerated in the NRC s
Envi ronmental Protection Regul ations 10 CFR, Part 51.

As we consider |icense renewal and the
t housands of years of reactor operating experience
that we have gained, the environnmental equilibrium
t hat has been established for some period of plant
operation is very well understood. This situation
clearly differs fromnewreactor |icensing where | ands
may be di sturbed; where new denands may be pl aced on
resources; and, where new di scharges may need to be
permtted. Such issues would have to be consi dered
i ndi vidually and cumnul atively wi thout the benefit of
real operating experience.

As we’'ve said earlier, the Comm ssion
envi sioned that there would be issues that woul d be
common across all operating plants wth rea

supporting i nformati on no matter what type of reactor
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or cooling systemthat was used at the plant.

The NRC staff and its contractors have
obtained a wealth of information |eading up to the
1996 CEIS, across the entire spectrum of technica
issues as a basis for an initial hard |ook at
environmental inpacts. That effort, just as this and
any other NRC effort to develop an Environnental
| rpact Statenment began with a scoping process and
ultimtely a draft and a final Environnental | npact
St at enent .

NRC established a significance test to
assess t he magni t ude of i mpacts and consi der ed whet her
mtigation was actually warranted. Fromthat process
t he NRC or gani zed envi ronnent al i ssues and cat egori zed
them into those that would be generically
di spositioned, or Category-1 issues, based upon the
t horough analysis in the GEIS, and those that could
not and, therefore, required a site specific
resol ution.

For exanpl e, one  of the nyriad
envi ronnental issues associated with electric power
production is the generation of ozone and nitrous
oxi des by the transm ssion |ine distribution system
After analysis in the GEIS, the NRC found that the
anount of ozone and NOX that was generated was
insignificant and it did not contribute measurably to

anmbi ent ozone and NOX | evel s.
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Consequently, the issue was generically
resolved in the GEI'S and codified in the rule. To
date, we’'re not aware of any significant new
i nformati on on the i ssue that would call into question
t he concl usi on.

An exanpl e of an issue that could not be
resolved generically 1is the inpact of ngjor
refurbi shment activities on issues that deal wth
t hreat ened or endanger ed speci es. Consequently, this
i ssue nust be thoroughly anal yzed by the applicant as
part of its submittal and docunented in its
environmental report, and then the NRC i ndependently
evaluates it and addresses it wthin its own
envi ronnent al i npact statenent.

So even though environmental issues that
wer e consi dered Category-1 were addressed within the
GElS, the staff looks for new and significant
informati on during each environmental review that
could change the conclusion in the GEIS when it’s
applied to a particular site.

The scoping process when we first
devel oped NUREG 1437, the GEI'S, involved public
stakeholders as well as governnent officials,
representing State and Federal agencies. Qur notice
for this first reviewof the GEISinvited themall to
participate in this effort again.

The findi ngs and concl usions of the CEI S
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were codified in the NRC s Environnmental Protection
Rul es, which establishthe requirenents for applicants

and for the NRC staff.

Inall, at this tine, as John indi cat ed,
there are 92 environnmental issues related to
environnental |icense renewal, with 69 considered

resol ved generically. The remaining 23 i ssues nust be
consi dered site specifically.

The thorough analyses in the GEIS are
brought forward in the site-specific supplenents to
the CEIS, and the balance of the applicable site
specific issues are analyzed in the supplement. The
staff actually does a detail ed accounting of each of
the 92 issues in each and every suppl enent.

The Li cense Renewal Programis a |l arge part of
the NRC s |icensing framework of power reactors and
has becone a large part of its workload. NRC
anticipates that the programw |l grow to about one
application submtted every two nonths into the
foreseeabl e future. As John indicated, about one
third of the plants have already requested |icense
renewal . During this GEIS update process, license
renewal will continue.

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

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

For this update project, the staff has
initiated the scoping process early to invite public
participation so that the scale of the effort can be
reali zed and understood and planned for to neet the
Conmi ssion’s 2006 goal

The NRC is seeking your participation -
your i nput to hel p define the scope of the addendumto
the CGEIS; identify whether there are any significant
i ssues that shoul d be anal yzed i n depth t hat have not
been before; or any issue should be re-eval uated
because of changes; or any i ssue that shoul d no | onger
be consi dered germane to the environnental reviewfor
| i cense renewal .

The scoping process also helps the NRC
staff identify and elimnate fromdetail ed study t hose
i ssues that are peripheral or not significant which
have been covered by prior environmental review. Now,
as | nentioned earlier, there were other anal yses and
envi ronnental reviews, and not just those undertaken
by the NRC that may informthe NRC s |icense renewal
pr ocess.

Just one exanple, in ny earlier response
to why we’ re having the neeting here, we tal ked about

the Generic Environmental |Inpact Statenent for
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deconmi ssioning. There are other exanples. The NRC
conducts environmental reviews associated wth
extended power uprates. There are progranmatic
Envi ronnment al | npact St atenent and ot her El Ss produced
by the Departnment of Energy and other regulatory
agenci es that may provide insightful information to
t he NRC.

The scoping process also invites other
government al agenci es t 0 assess whet her t hey shoul d be
consi dered a cooperating agency under the regul atory
structure outlined by the Council on Environnental
Quality; or identify that they may have particul ar
expertise on an issue that may be inval uable to NRC
or have consultation rol es under other statutes that
may have a bearing on generic issues as opposed to
site specific issues where we will consult with them
anyway.

Si nce 1996, new i nformati on nmay have cone
to light that should be considered to determ ne
whether it is significant. Science and the natura
envi ronnent march on and our under st andi ng of issues,
nmet hods, assunptions, and analyses may need to be
refined.

Experience gai ned i n using the regul atory
framework may identify situations where we use |ess
t han opti mal approaches to address issues and state

conclusions. Changes in statutes and regul ations,
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pol i cies and practices, and even the structure of the
power mar ket may have a cascadi ng i npact on the NRC s
regul atory franework.

To date, the NRC has received 14
applications for |licenserenewal for power reactors at
17 sites across the country. The NRC has issued 11
final Environnental |npact Statenents and i f you take
a nonent at the back of the room we brought them al
with us.

Renewi ng the | i cense of 16 power reactors,
t he Comm ssion has acted on 8 of these EISs al ready.
In processing these applications, the staff, the
publi c, and applicants have gained extensive
experience in using the GEIS and using the |icense
renewal process that involves the conpanion |icense
renewal and Environmental Protection Rules at 10 CFR,
Part 54 and Part 51. Sone are nore famliar with the
process than others and that’s understandabl e.

Some utility organi zations are on their
second or third applications where others are still
contenpl ati ng whether or when to pursue it. Staff
continues to conpile its own | essons | earned and from
that list has identified this grouping of candidate
drivers that may pronpt a consideration for change.

As a framework, the staff has conpil ed
this list of criteria to help guide whether an

environmental topic identified by the staff or the
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scoping process is appropriate to consider for this
updat e project.

W' re even | ooking for feedback on this
list of criteria as well as your specific input
characterizing one or nore environmental topics and
your description of the bases for consi deration by the
staff.

Now at the outset it’'s absolutely
fundanmental that we begin the process with the GEI S
and its Addendum1 as the starting point, or the frane
of reference. |It’s as inportant to note that this
update effort is not going to serve as a platformfor
whol esal e change of the I|icense renewal process.
O her avenues exist if that’s the path of interaction
you want to take with the NRC, nanely a petition to
t he Conm ssion for a rul e change.

On a related point that can serve as an
illustrative exanple, the industry previously
petitioned the Conmission to anmend the rules and
elimnate a particular |license renewal environnmenta
issue from review, nanmely the Severe Accident
Mtigation Alternatives, or SAMAs.

The petitionarticul ated the bases andits
rationale for the change; the staff sought public
i nput on t he proposal and made a recommendationto the
Conmi ssi on; and the Comm ssion deni ed the request of

the petitioner. That is the nechanism to be
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consi dered for changes to the underlying structure.
The focus here is the 92 i ssues that were
addressed in the GEI'S, which in turn were codified in
the rule. Now, as for the petition | just nmentioned,
it would not be productive to revisit the SAMA i ssue
as part of this effort unless there was a significant
change to the rationale presented earlier. As you
consider thesecriteria, we believeit would be useful
to provide you with exanples so you can reflect on
themin preparing your corments either tonight or in
witten formbefore the end of the scoping period. |If
you bear with nme a few nore ninutes |et ne provide

sone exanpl es.

For New and Significant, the staff
identifiedisolatedincidences of newinformationthat
it did not consider previously, for exanple,
extrenophiles, but it has not identified informtion
as both new and significant. Changes in staff
practice have resulted from evolutions that have
occurred since the issuance of the GEIS and its
Addendum 1.

As exanples, actions related to the
i nvestigation of Yucca Mountain to serve as a nati onal
repository, and the expression of interest onthe part
of the industry and Congress on deploynment of new

nucl ear power plants. Consequently, our Environnent al
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| npact Statenments now recognize the Presidential
decl aration on Yucca Mountain and a newalternativeto
| i cense renewal involving newnucl ear power plants is

al so addr essed.

The second item is Statutory and
Regul at ory 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 conclusion of the GCeneric
Envi ronment al | npact Statenent.

Some of you may be aware, as a result of
prior precedence, nanely the Yellow Creek decision
that the NRC is obliged to adopt the EPA,
Envi ronment al Protecti on Agency, techni cal concl usions
regardi ng the Cl ean Water Act.

Should this issue, dealing with intake
structures of existing facilities, be resol ved before
the NRC i ssues its addendum and its conpanion rul e,
then it wll be considered. If not, then it’s
resol ved after the issuance, after the staff issues
its wupdate, then it wll be reflected in the
subsequent suppl erment al Envi r onnment al | mpact
Statenents and is expected to be ripe for the second

update for the license renewal GElIS.

I ndustry Structural Changes. Obviously
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the deregulation of the power market and the
unbundl i ng of services -- nanely generators of power
versus di stributors of power -- may have sone beari ng
on the influence or control over activities that the
current license holder may have conpared to the
original license holder. W’re interested to hear
about the environnental topics that may be affected
and the rationale for change in the rule or the GEl S
Now keep in mi nd that sone utilities still do own both
the plant and the transmission line system while
others do not. So, a single conclusion in the CEIS
may not apply to all of these utilities. So, should
a change be made to the GEI S for nerchant plants that
do not have a particul ar service area and, therefore,

do not control the power distribution or transn ssion

i ne systen?

Next exanpl e i's for | ncorrect
Characteri zation. The GEIS states that |icense
renewal is a mjor Federal action significantly

affecting the quality of the human environnment. As |
mentioned earlier, the Comr ssion wasn't sway by
argunents for or agai nst the point, rather, it elected
torequire the staff to develop an EIS for a |license
renewal action to ensure that the public had the
hi ghest | evel of participation on the action.

Thi s decision was taken in concert wth
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recomrendations from the President’s Council on
Envi ronnmental Quality, the Environnmental Protection

Agency, State officials, and public conments.

Ornitted I|ssues. In recent reviews the
staff has considered the inpacts associated wth
dredging activities that nmay occur periodically.
Dredging may not be required at all facilities, but
where it is necessary it may be perfornmed at sone
point during the period of extended operation.
Whether it is to be treated generically, because the
anal yses used to support permitti ng woul d have t o neet
the requirenment of the Arnmy Corps of Engineers, or
whet her it needs to be addressed site specifically, in

either case, it should be addressed within the GElS.

Next to Jlast criterion deals wth
Confusion. SAMAs are evaluated as a site-specific
i ssue unless previously evaluated under another
i censing action. There are sone cases where the
initial licensing of power plants, in fact, included
SAMAs or SAMDAs, Severe Action Mtigation Design
Al ternative Eval uations.

Associ ated wi th SAMAs i s t he envi ronnent al
i mpact of severe accidents, which was already
determned to be small for all plants. The analysis

for that conclusion is already in the GEIS and its
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Appendices. Now, in reality, the inpact of severe
accidents is in fact another issue separate from
SAMAs. Consequently, the staff will consi der whet her
it’s warranted to call this out to elimnate the

confusi on that exists today.

The last criterion is Realignnment to
i mprove clarity. Currently there are 92 issues
addressed in the GEIS. Apart fromthe SAMA issue |
just discussed, some of these issues are solely
related to the continued period of operation or the
| icense renewal period. Some are related to
refurbi shment activities. Sone are related to both.
For specific applications the enuneration of issues
becones conplicated when, for one or nore i ssues that
wer e supposed to apply to both refurbi shnent and t he
renewal period, apply only to the renewal period
because no maj or refurbi shnment is antici pated.

A potential solution is realignment so
that any one issue is either for refurbishment or for
t he renewal period, but not both. The consequence of
this would be an increase in the nunber of issues
solely for accounting purposes - an expected

i mprovenent in clarity.

Hopefully, this provides a sense of the

staff experience during |icense renewal reviews. Qur
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list continues to grow as nore environmental reviews
are collected. Now we would |ike to hear what is on
your |ist.

W' d appreci ate your input onthecriteria
that we’re considering to drive a change and the
treatment of specific issues with detailed rationale
and techni cal bases to support any reconmendati on for
change; and, the staff will give serious consideration
to your input.

As | mentioned earlier we are at an
intermedi ate step in the scopi ng cooment period. Al
comments fromthis transcri bed neeting and the three
ot her public neetings will be considered.

Witten conments post marked by Sept enber
2, 2003, will be consideredinthe scoping process and
will and would have the sanme weight as comments
of fered tonight. After the end of the scoping period
the NRC will issue a concise scoping report, which
will detail those comments on environnental issues
that will go forward as part of the update project.

Now we expect as part of this process that
we will receive coments that are not related to
envi ronnent al i ssues associ ated with the CElI S updat e.
Sone of these comments will be forwarded to other
program areas for their consideration and response.

W hope by that tine we will be in a

better position to refine the balance of the schedul e
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for the draft and the final Environnental | npact
St at enents and t he proposed and final rul e changes, if
they’ re warranted. The opportunity to comment on t he
draft update will be the sanme opportunity as on the
proposed rule. They go hand-i n-hand.

W do expect to neet t he Comm ssion’ s goal
for the 10-year update, with the final addendum and

final rule, if necessary, being published in 2006.

Next sl i de.

Now as | wind down with this background
di scussion let me reiterate that | am the point of
contact. | have also included Stacey’ s nane as an

alternate point of contact as we begin this project.
Stacey wil|l al so have project responsibilities and at
times may be in a better position to respond directly
to you. We'Il be working together to manager the
resources of the NRCteamas well as a contractor team
amassed for this effort.

The scoping sumary report, as |
previously nmentioned, will be available to the public
on the NRC s webpage and t hrough our public docunent
roomin the Washington, DC area. This slide points
out where you can view the associ ated docunents.

Nowin addition, if youin fact did | eave
a nanme and address when you regi stered today, we will
provi de a copy of the scoping summary report as well

as all of the future work products that are devel oped
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as part of this update. |If you hadn't registered on
the way in, we’ll be happy to take down your nane and
address on the way out.

Beyond presenting oral comments at today’s
neeting there are three ways to provide witten
corments on or before the Septenmber 2" date. The
address provided at the first arrow. |f you happento
be i n the Rockville, Maryl and area and want to stop in
and visit with us, we’'d be happy to see you again.
W’ ve opened up a website so you can actually e-mai
comments to us that way. Al comrents wll be
collected and wi |l | be considered. W’ ve received sone
al ready as we approached today’'s neeting.

Let nereiterate points that both Chip and
John have nade that you do have an inportant role in
this process and we |ook forward to your
participation. | cantell you we may or nay not agree
with your views, but we will consider themas we nove
f orwar d

And with that | think both John and | are
prepared to take any questions you nay have on the
process - where the GEISfits into license renewal in
general and howyou can play nore fully in this update
process. Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you very nuch
Barry. Thank you John. Questions? Rochelle?

MRS. BECKER: | was wondering about your
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Environnental | npact under public scrutiny -- Your
docunents will all be avail abl e on your website? Does
this include security and terrorism docunments that
some comruni ti es may have |i ked you to have addressed
in the CElI S?

MR, ZALCMAN: Let nme respond to that,
quite briefly. This was an issue that had al ready
been rai sed to the Comm ssion as part of a potenti al
hearing associated with applications that we have
pendi ng bef ore t he Comm ssi on t oday, nore specifically
t he Catawba McCGuire applications.

The Conmi ssion has already ruled that
security and other programs |ike emergency planning
that they addressed in the past were operational
prograns and were not subject to further scrutiny in
t he environnental review

MR. CAMERON: Can we -- Because it i s such
an i nportant issue, can we just provide a little bit
of information about how security relates to the
overal | | i cense renewal process, not j ust
environmental portion of it. John, do you want to
tal k about that a little bit?

MR. TAPPERT: Qobvi ously security and
terrorismare i nportant issues before the Comr ssion
and the Conmi ssion takes themvery seriously. Barry
is correct in that we do not discuss terrorismin

Envi ronnmental |npact Statenents, either the generic
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one that we're having this nmeeting for, or site
specific ones. The reason for that is very sinple --
sinmply that the response to potential terrori smshould
not be limted to a |license renewal period. It’s
sonet hing that we have to take care of at each and
every one of the 103 operating plants today.

W are taking steps to do that. The
Commi ssion is wundertaking a nunber of steps,
particularly in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks, to
upgrade the security posture at the power plants.
W’ ve i ssued a nunber of orders inplementing interim
conpensatory neasures to increase the safeguards
there. There's quite a bit of information at our
website that you can get on these topics. Sone
i nformation, of course, is not availableto the public
for security reasons, but thereis alarge body there.
Was there sonething el se that you wanted to --

MR. CAMERON: No. | think that coversit.
Rochel | e do you have follow up on that?

MR. TAPPERT: So it’s an inportant issue
but you're not going to see it in these docunents.

MR. CAMERON: Alright. Oher questions?
There was a |l ot of information presented by John and
Barry and we’'d just like to make sure if there’ s any
anmbi guity - anythi ng we can expl ain, we can do that at
this point. GCkay well, Darcie? And please introduce

yourself to us and tell us who you' re wth.
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MRS. HOUCK: My nane i s Darcie Houck; |'m

with the California Energy Comm ssion. One of our
Comm ssi oners, Janes Boyd, is the | ead State nucl ear
policy liaison for the State of California and we're
here this evening to | earn about this process as we do
have facilities in California that may or nmay not be
filing for re-licensing.

So, we want to understand this process,
review the material presented, and partici pate where
appropri ate. | did have a question when you were
goi ng over the proposed criteria to guide the CGEIS
updat e.

You nentioned the President’s initiative
regardi ng Yucca Mountain. | guess -- How does that
play into this? Does that mean that you are assum ng
Yucca Mountain will occur in updating this? What did
t hat nmean exactly when you nmenti oned Yucca Mount ai n?
Californiais concerned about transportationissues as
wel | .

MR, ZALCVAN:. Ckay. Let me try and weave
those two together. One of the obvious inpacts that
need to be considered, the cunulative inpacts
associated with the ultimate resol uti on of spent fuel
and high-level waste. The Comm ssion directed the
staff to take a harder | ook past the 1996 tine frane
to | ook at whet her or not that issue coul d be resol ved

generically. That led to the Addenduml to the GElIS.
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That was a 1999 issue where the staff
| ooked at the ultimate storage of spent fuel and hi gh-
| evel waste at a national repository. As part of our
assunptions it was reasonably foreseeabl e at that tinme
to consider that Yucca Muntain should be used as a
surrogate for the repository. That’ s not passing
judgnent as to whether or not it is or is not.

That would be a separate application
pendi ng before the Conmi ssion by the Departnent of
Ener gy, but for the purposes for eval uating t he i npact
associated with transporting that material to a
repository we nade that as an assunption. W stil
think it’s an assunption that does not need to be
revisited. That was one of the nyriad issues that the
staff in fact |ooked at.

Since the issuance in 1999, additional
progress has been made through the reconmendation
through the Secretary Departnent of Energy and a
reference to the Presidential declaration. So what we
are doing in each site specific Environnental |npact
Statenent is reflecting the current state of affairs,
but it still recognizes that Yucca Muntain is a
separate licensing action that will be presented to
t he Commi ssi on and has to be paced at its appropriate
time. But for the purposes of evaluating the inpacts
we nmade certain assunptions.

MR. CAMERON. And when you say eval uate
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t he i mpact s, Barry, you' re t al ki ng about
transportation?

MR,  ZALCMAN: Transportation inpacts -
which is a specific reference you made. Looking at
t he i ndi vi dual and cumnul ati ve i npacts of transporting
spent fuel and high-level waste across the country.

MR. CAMERON: Darcie, was there another
part to your question that goes beyond transportation
in terns of just Yucca Mountain generally?

MRS. HOUCK: 1’ve got it.

MR. CAMERON: You got it? Alright. Well
the floor is still open for questions. Anybody have
any? Yes sir. And please introduce yourself to us.

MR. GONZALES: My name is Guillerno
Gonzales. |'mhere representing Senator Feinstein.
My question is regarding safeguards for highly
radi oactive spent nuclear fuel. Wat if anything is
bei ng done to assure communities where these plants
are that the storage is indeed safe?

MR, ZALCMAN:. Ther e are obvi ously prograns
for the managenent of both wet [storage], and dry
storage casks at facilities around the United States
today. Were additional spent fuel storage capacities
ar e needed, the Agency does have a | i censi ng f ramewor k
dealing with independent spent fuel installation
storage facilities.

For those issues where they are required
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to provide for exanple, dry cask storage, are treated
by t he agency on an i ndi vi dual basis [ See, 10 CFR Part
72]. They do require a safety evaluation. They do
require an environnental evaluation as part of that
i censi ng process and even those are subject to the
same hearing challenges that we face in other
| i censing actions.

As part of a safety reviewwe do our work
in I think a very serious fashion and we have
determ ned and we have reasonabl e assurance that the
public is adequately protected as we proceed. W draw
concl usi ons regardi ng those |licensing actions.

So, they are ongoi ng activitiesinsidethe
agency. Some of them require separate |icensing
actions and they are al so subject to the sanme public
scrutiny and interaction that we have on ot her major
l'i censi ng.

MR. CAMERON: Cuillermo, is there anything
el se you woul d |i ke to know about that at this point?
Does that answer your question?

MR GONZALES: Yes.

MR.  CAMERON: Al right. Anybody el se?
Harnon? GCkay. Well 1’11 tell you what. Thank you,
Barry. Thank you, John. Wy don’t we go for coments
now and after the comments we’ ||l conme back and see if
there are any further questions. Rochelle would you

like to be our first comenter and woul d you like to
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come up here? And then we’'re going to go to Darcie
Houck. Is that your comment? Alright; good.

MRS. BECKER: Everybody is always taller
t han ne. My name is Rochelle Becker and I'm a
representative of San Lui s Obi spo’ s Mot hers for Peace.

For over three decades, |onger than many
of you have worked for the NRC, our organization has
been interveners in proceedings involving nuclear
safety issues before the Nuclear Regul atory
Conmi ssi on, t he California Public Uilities
Conmi ssion, the California Energy Comm ssion, the
California Coastal Comm ssion, the Regional Wter
Quality Control Board, the State |egislature, and
Congr ess.

Today t he Mot hers for Peace are submitting
the detailed witten corments, but there’s not time or
energy to read seven pages. Rather, as nobst of the
original Mthers for Peace are now grandnothers,
toni ght | have brought ny two granddaughters, Marina
and Sierra.

I want you to ook at their faces while
you listen to the recomendati ons of the Mdthers for
Peace. | want you to consider their future when you
are consi dering 50 years of electricity inreturn for
50, 000 or nore years of high-Ievel radioactive waste.
Nucl ear waste that must sonehow be safely stored and

safely transported and currently sits in our State at
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eart hquake- prone coastal zones.

| want you to look at the faces of two
young girls whose children and definitely whose
grandchildren will never receive the benefit of one
kil owatt of electricity, but will be saddled with the
expense of |ong-term nucl ear waste sl udge.

[f | thought it was just an issue of
econom cs | woul d be | ess concerned, but this is al so
an i ssue of safe transport, safe storage for a period
of tinme beyond nost of our conprehension. A period of
time that neither this agency nor any other agency is
able to guarantee will remain safe.

On behal f of the San Lui s Obi spo’s Mot hers
for Peace | ask, | plead with the NRC to seriously
consider including the follow ng issues in updating
criteria for re-licensing nuclear power plants.

Security. Defense-in-depthincluding, but
not limted to, contai nnent over highly radioactive
spent fuel pools and returning the pools to capacity
required in original licenses - no double or triple
re-racking.

Transportation. Currently over 7 mllion
Californians live within one m | e of proposed routes.
| brought a copy of how far this hotel is from a
radi oacti ve waste proposed transport route. It is
|l ess than two miles. The only reason this hearing

should be held in Anaheim is because it is on a
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radi oacti ve waste transport route.

Recently there was atrain accident inthe
City of Conmerce. Four houses were denolished when
thetrainleft thetracks. It is inpossibleto fathom
what woul d have happened i f radi oacti ve wast e had been
on that train.

Ener gency pr epar edness of react or
communities and all communities on the transport
route. A cost benefit analysis of continued
production of high-level radioactive waste in
eart hquake prone coastal zone.

The inpact of aging conponents. The
i npacts of clinmate - seawater and salt air intrusion
over tine. | have copies here; you don’'t have to
wite this down.

Requi renents for cooling towers to reduce
t hermal degradati on of coastal waters and aquatic sea
life.

When | was the age of my children, no
nucl ear power plants existed. When ny daughter was
growi ng up they were just beginning to be built. Now
there is over 77,000 tons of high-level radioactive
waste that still has no safe storage facility and no
met hod of transportation.

W, you, cannot turn back the clock, but
we can stop the insanity. The future is in your

hands. As Mot hers for Peace our m ssion is to assure
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safer futures for our children and our grandchildren
and their grandchildren.

The NRC s mandate is to protect public
health and safety. More than anything, the Mthers
for Peace w shes that our mssion and the NRC s
actions could provide that future.

Re- | i censi ng agi ng nucl ear power plants 20
years before current licenses end is not in the best
interest of America' s future. Considering re-
| i censing wi t hout updating CElI S standardis not inthe
best interest of America’s future.

| ask as a representative of the Mthers
for Peace to protect our children, our grandchildren,
and our future children in every way possible.

There are dangers of continued operation
of agi ng nucl ear power plants. To protect themfrom
the production of tons of high-level radioactive
waste, they wll either need to be transported
somewhere or be left in earthquake-prone coastal
zones.

Renmenber t he faces of these two beautiful,
intelligent, and | ovi ng chil dren when nmaki ng deci si ons
regarding the safety of re-licensing nuclear power
pl ants.

This is areport issued by a group call ed
napsci ence. or g. It’s what would happen if a

radi oactive accident happened in Los Angeles, the
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nearest major facility dowmnto atransport route. You
probably have seen this; if you haven't you should
read it. [See, atteched]

The peopl e of California havereadit. W
know what's in store for us. W know that there are
t housands of train accidents. W knowthat there are
tens of thousands of hi ghway acci dents. W know t hat
bar gi ng may be considered. This is just absurd - you
can't re-license plants when you don't have t he answer
to radioactive waste.

You can forget every other issue. Until
you have the answer to that, no plant should be re-
| i censed.

MR.  CAMERON: Thank you very nuch
Rochel | e. Thank you for bringing your granddaughters
down too. Darcie Houck has indicated that the comment
she did want to nmake is the one that she raised. Do
you want to say anything formally?

MRS. HOUCK: I would just ask that ny
earlier comment be noted. W' re hear to | earn about
t he process and howit works and i ntend on foll ow ng
any issues related to re-licensing in California.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks Darci e. Does anybody
-- Anybody el se want to either ask a question or nake
a cooment? | don't know Guillernmo if you want to add
anything for us, but you're certainly free to. 1'm

not trying to force youto, but if you want to, please
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feel free. Anybody?

Okay, well, thank you for being with us
tonight. As we mentioned the NRC staff and al so our
contractors are here if you want to talk to themabout
any issues, license renewal or any other issues with
t he NRC. W have people here from our Ofice of
General Counsel and also fromour Regional staff in
Arlington, Texas. Please stay around and talk to them
and you have sonme phone nunbers for us and if thereis
anything - any questions you want to raise, please
give us a call.

| " mgoi ng to ask John Tappert who i s chi ef
of the section to just close the neeting for us.

MR. TAPPERT: Thanks Chip. | would just
echo Chip’'s sentinment and thank everyone for coni ng
out tonight and just to rem nd you that the conment
peri od does extend until Septenber 2" so if you have
any additional comments you'd like to share with us,
we’ d appreciate them Now is your opportunity to
i nfluence the scoping. Thanks again for com ng.
Goodni ght .

(Wher eupon the proceedi ngs concl uded at

8:20 p.m)
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