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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSICN
» XN
ERIEFING BY DOE ON MONITORED RETRIEVAELE STORAGE
»
PUBLIC MEETING
* %X
Nuclear Regulatory Commission-
Room 1130
1717 R Street, Northwest

Wazhingtoen, L C.

Thursday, January 23, 193¢

The Commission met in open session, pursuant to
notice, at .03 o‘clock, p.m., the Honorable NUNZIO
J. FALLADINO, Chairman ct the Commission, presiding.
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:
NUNZIO J. PALLADINO. Chairsan of the Commission
THOMAS M. ROBERTS, Member of the Commission
JAMES K. ASSELSTINE, Member ot the Commission
FREDERICK M. BERNTHAL, Member ot the Commission

. LANDO W. ZECH, JR., Member o! the Commission




1

14

19

10

17?

18

19

STAFE MEMBERS AND PRESENTERS SEATED AT THE COMMISSIOM TABLE:

S.

R.

CHILK, Seocretary to the Commission

PLAINE, Ganeral Counsel, NRC

MALSCH, General Counsel, NRC

KLEIN, LOE

. _.RUSCHE, DOE



7

10

11

14

13

18

17

18

78

FROCEEDINGS
t2:05 p.m.1J

CHATRMAN PALLADINO: (Uood atternoon, ladies and
gentllemen Today the Commission is being brlieted by members
of the Department of Enerﬁy on a2 proposal tor constructing and
operating a2 tacility tor monitored retrievable storaqge,
otherwifte known as MRYS. 'Thig tacility 1s intended to
temporarily store spent fuel trom conmmercial power reactors
until ftuel cin be disposed ot in a high level waste
repository.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 198L specitically
directs DOE to issess the need tor and teasiblility ot an MRS
and obtain NRC and EPA comments on the DOE proposal, all ot
which are to be submitted to Congress. The Statt has provided
ils comments in SECY 86-09% lor Commissian approu;l, but belore
voting on the paper, the Commission telt it would be
appropriate and helptul to have the benetlit of hearing DOE’'s
presentation on Lthe MRS,

I understand DOE has requested our comments on Lhe
MRS proposal by February 6th, the date by which the Commission
will'try to be responsjive.

Also, 1 tor one, would be interested in learning
during the DOE presentation, wpat impact the Tennessee
Governor°s views are on putting an HRS in hii state will have

on DOE‘s MKS proposal.
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Belore we begin, would zAy other Commissioner like
to mike any opening comments?

{(Chorus of no’s.1

CHAITRMAN PALLADINO: Let me turn the meeting over to
Mr. Rugsche.

MR. RUSCHE: Mr. Chajirmin, members ot the
Commission, we appreciate the opportunity of meeting with you
today to brietly review the proposal]l that we plan to make to
the Congress about February oéth.

Section 141 of the Nuclear Waste Pollcy Act requires
us to consider the question ot monitored retrleQable storage,
and to bring & proposal to Conygress which has a2 number ot very
specific attributes. We hive been working now tor I guess
well over a2 vear in trying to get to the plice where we can
henor that commitment. 'he Act required us by statute‘to
bring the proposal Lo Congress by June, 1U8$.

Last April, aiter having done a2 talr amount ot work,
we:came to the conclusion thit we would not be able to bring
the proposal in the form that we thought appropriate tor an
additional six months. We so intormed Coqgress and inadaicated
it would be about January ot 1986 belore we would have the
proposal prepared.

At the same time, we released documents, some in
dratt torm, some in tinal torm, which at that time, that is in

April of 19835, provided to the public, and Lo anyone who was



1 interested, somathing of the status of our thinking. Qur

| 3

thinking had evolved at that point trom an earlier visw that

2 the Department had at lezszl expressed in some vehicles, of MKS
4 belng thought of as a2 substitule ftor or a2 last ditech back-up

S tor a tina)l repository, something that might be considered

] only in the event {hat 21) else tailed, so to speak

? When | had the opportun}ty to join the etftort, it

B occurred to me it wes worthwhile to look at MRS again, and to
9 p sstbly consider {t in another light. The statt began some
10 work and subsequently concluded that the consideration of MRS
11 24 a2 part o! an integral system might have considerable merit
12 and add a number of teatures to our ability to carry out the
13 mandate ol.the Act ot dlspoiing of tuel, beginning to accept
14 fuel, by January 31, 19u8.

13 Tt 1s in that mode that we will be brieting you

10 today. That is, the MRS being considered a part ot an

17 integrated operating system with very limited storage

18 capacity, serving primarily as a receiving, packaging and

19 handling tacility located in the eastern part ot the country,
20 and in tact, we preker the location of the old Clinch River

21 Breeder site, which you have previously issued an LWA ftor, and
e 30 indicated in Lthe documents we published last April.

$3 We welcome the opportunity to bring you up to date
24 on where we are, As you indicated, it is our intent to try to

2S get the proposal to Congress by February o6th. We certainly
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would appreciale the Commission’'s consideration in trying to
provide its comments by that time. We have bwen given
as4surance by EPA and jts stat! that we QillAhave their
comments well in advance of the 6th. Theretore, we will be in
2 position to gel the proposzal out,. We certainly do
apprecliate the Statt’'g tlmeiy and eltective consideration, as
we understind they havae done. 1 have not seen their review as
yet. Hopetully, your subsequent consideration will produce
your comments {or us.

Today ! have with me a number ot the statt. In
particular, Keitﬁ Kein, who is seated on my leift, who will
present the brieting. Az 1 Qndlcated earlier, 1T will try to
be as quiet as 1 can. There was somewhat ot 2 question as to
what that meant, as to whether I could be very quiet or not,
but 1 will do my best.

Xeith is the Deputly Assocliate Director tor Storage
and Transportation Systems. It is under his purview and Roger
Hilley, who i1s the Associate Director.

1 would like to say In addition betore Keith begins,
that the work that we have done 3n terms ot providing and
working with your Statt on dratt doocuments and early review is
another good example ot our working togeither in the
cooperative mode that the Act in etfect directs us to do. 1
want to thank you tor the work that John Davis, Mr. Cunningham

and others on his Statt have exerted in trying to help us move
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this $ssue forward in the best way possible and on a timely
basis.

{ heard your commenl with respect to the Governocr's
statement. What I would suggest we do, it it is agreeable, i3
1 think it might be more etiective it keitﬁ were to somewhat
rua through the brieting, which will probably take thirty or
torty minutee, 2nd then take your quéestions, one ot which
certainly we want to iake is the one you have raised at the
baginning, it that is all right with you, sir.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: ‘That is tine.

MHR. RUSCHE: Let me note that 1 have'with me, in
iddit\on to Kelth, I have my Deputy Director, Ed Kay. one ot.
our attorney;. Mr. Ferguson, and Mr. Carlson traom Keith's
statt. There are probably others in the ;udience. I would
want to identity those members ot th; slatf, and they may want
to cortribute to soﬁe of the questions it the occasion arises.

With that, Keith?

‘MR. KLEIN: Thank you.‘ Commissioners.

Basically, I thought I would start just by -
explaining what exactly it is we would be submitting to the
Congress shortly aiter February 6th,

A torm ol our proposal would consist tirs: ot
transmittal latters to the Vice President, the Speaksr of the

House. It would transmit basicaily three documents. 1t would

constitute our proposal package. The tirst being a relatively
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thin document titled simply “The Proposal,” which 15 the key
operative document that summarizes the policy consideraticns,
23s well as the bottom line of the other documents that are
also torwarded. The second document will be the environmental
assessment, which 15 required as well by the Act. 1 will be
brietly reviewing what {s in the environmental assessment.
Thirdly, the program plan, which is 2 forward looking
document, and I will 2lso brietly describe what i3 involved in
that.

The Act glso requires that the DOE submit the
comments ot the Commission and the Environmental Frotection
Agency, and we would expect to include those with our
transmittal. )

This tirst document, the proposal, volume one, 13
basically structured in two parts. The tirst being a
description ot the tacility, its tunetions in the overzll
3ystem, the advantages that we believe it would provide to the
system, and the'costs asso0clated with implementing this
groposal.

The second part deals with Lthe institutional! aspects
of our proposz)l, and in particular, how we would propose to
further work with the state and local gcuernment; in Tennessea
and deal with 2 nuvmber 6! their tinancial concerns, and cother

items o!f institutional interest.

The thrust o! our proposal ¢ca.- be summarized in tive
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principa! points. First, we are recommending to Congress that
they apprcve construction of the MRS at the Clinch River site
near Oak Hidge, Tennessee. Second, we are asking or
reconmending that they limit the total storage capacity ot
that site to 15,000 metric tons and I will talk later about
the reason for that. We 2re recommending that the Congress
preclude our accepting waste a2t this MRS until the repcsitory
program has advanced to a2 certain point in itz develiopment
where we can have reazsonible contidence that it will be in
tull operation shortly atter the MRS iz in operztion.

We are recommending that Congress direct measures
that are directly responsive to the concerns ot the syate and
the local communities in Tennessee that will be potentially
attected. We are asking or reccmmenaing that Congress direct
us to implement 2 program that {s in general alignment with
the program plan that we have set forth as our best estimate
today ot the a2ctivities needed to carry torward and implement
this program

With that, let me brietly review what il is in the
proposal that we are proposing, how the MRS functions, the
role it plays in the overall waste management system.

What we are basically proposiqg is splitting up the
functions o! the overall waste maﬁagement system in a way that
is showa by this next chart. Wnhat this involwves is tiking a

number ot tunctions that have been historically and previousiy
3y
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considered to be tunctlions that would take place at the
repository, moving them to a2 location that is much closer to
the geographic center, more centrally located relative to
existing reactors, and begin operating that part of the
s73lem, partl ot the system involved with collecting tuel from
the reactor sites, moving them to this tacility, starting
packaging them tor disposal.

Right now, there are over 10U reactors licensed to
operate in the U.S, The logistics involved with scheduling
the movement 6t tuel trom those reactors with accounting tor
ezch individual assembly, tor ascertaining its heat level,
radiation level, pedigree, so torth, is n9! 2 technically
challenging taik, but it is administratively, a ;ery
signiticant task, and one that is not to be under estimated.

We are proposing that this MHS basically serve as
dlmost 2 nerve center tor the opéra!ion ot our waste
management system, and basicz2lly proposing that we do, at this
MRS tacility, those tunctions that c2n proceed and we believe
should ﬁroceed in advance of $ull operability ot the
repository. 111 go into this a little more, and just
delineate the specific advantages o! the MRS.

In a2 svstem with an MRS, we term it an approvad
performince system 1 wil)l go over those reasons. Certainly

we ¢an hive a2 waste management system f{unction without an MRS,

and that is the authorized system as we have come to call it,
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consisting o! basically just the repository, which
construction is authorized in the Act..and the reactor sites.
Again, we think with the addition ot an MH3, we have a mueh
better system. 111 talk some more abn that.

The MRS tacility itselt, sho.n in this next
schematic, it consists pr}marily of three difterent groupings,
tunctions, ! you will. The key operating part ot the
facility will be the receiving and handling building, which is
in the middle of that schematic, which i1s basically 2 large
hot cell complex, whare we would be able to encapsulate,
package the tuel in 2 varjety of ftorms, the ultimate
contiguration will be dependent on which side 13 euentually
selected tor the repository and the spe#ltic requiremants to}
2 package tor placement at that site.

1'he storage are: that is in the back will basically
be able to store 14,000 metric tons of capacity, and that is
our judgment as to 2 good number to provide us the operational
tlexibility and reljability to the system that we think i3
very important.

L#stly. the administrative buildings and support
buildings, vour normal tunctions, tire protection, warehouse,
site s2arvices, and that sort ot thing.

The next illustration basically shows the layout o!

the receiving and handling building. You ¢an see there i3

nothing technically complex or esoteric in the sense that we
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are not chemically dissolving anything We are not nasically
doing anything that would impair the integrity of the clad ot
the tuel rods themselves. All the operations ainvclved,
primarily disessembling the asiemblies, and compacting the
rods, combining rods i{rom a ftew ditlerent assemblies, an
integral number, in all likelihood, into a canister that would
then be se2led and shipped oi! to a2 repository in dedicated
trzins.

Alternatively, iom; tuel would be diverted ottt into
the storage yard, in the initial years, betore the repository
has reached ftull 3cale operating capacity, and it is still
just in the start-up period, where there may be tuel received
at the MRY tor one reason or another, that i3 more hot than
desirable tor placement at the repository at that given time,
or jJust in the event o! interruptions in repository
opearations. 19,000 metric tons storage capacity overall,
1tncluding about 1,000 melric tons ol operatiéna) slorage
inside the tacifi!y ftselt, the remaining 14,000 metric tons
will be provided in the storage arei through concrete casks,

which are shown in the next j(llustration.

These again are relatively straight torward. It is
2 concrete silo. In it are the canisters which are seal
weldedi Inside the canisters are the pins, whizch themselves
provida2 2 containment barrier. ‘The .iner inside the ccncrete

s1lo and the top of the liner will be welded, providing



Y
-2

D~

14

11

12

13

14

13

106

17

18

173
dnother containment barrier. The concrete itselt will be
dhout two fteel thicx to provide shielding. T'he storage casks
will be constantly monitored for temperature and pressures so
that we will always know when outer barriers tail, then it
would be immediately detlecled.

Easically whai these hope to show here is the
lacility we are proposing is passive. We have done a
don:iderable anmount ot work. I will describe that later to
show that there is really very limited polential tor releases,
by virtue ot the tact there are no chemical operations. “here
is only a certain amount ot tuel avzilable at one place at one
time. We have 3 numbher of layers ot protection.

CRATRMAN PALLADINO. Keith, are these canisters
sitting above ground?

MR. KLEIN: Yes, sir. They are all above ground.
There will be approximately 1,500 of these storage silos
2ltogether, including silos that are holding hafdware firom the
disassembdly oper;t}on.

The preterred site 20; our MRS tacility, identitied
45 the site of the cancelled Clinch Hiver Breeder Reactor, and
it is within thé City ot Oak Ridge, but it is nine miles trom
the population center itselt. "Two alternative sites have also
been 1dentitied. One on the Oak Ridge Reservation and another
4! the site ot the cancelled Hartsville Nuclear Fower Plant, 2

TVA plant.
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This lollowesd 2 process, a2 si1te process, that
started with 2n identified number of candidate sites 1n a
reglon of the country cenlrally located to reactors thati would
2s53ist in achieving some (ransportation system improvements,
and 3 delailed analysis of sites within that region which
pasically led to identitication ot thes& three sites which we
think each could be technically very well suited tor
development of this MRS facility. In particular, the Cliach
Hiver site, which has a very good pedigree of site data and
dnalysis a3 2 result ot the Commission review of the si1te for
the Clinch River Breeder Reactor.

The next illustration is Just 2 time line that we
want to leave with you. The only things that I would want to
point out at this time is that we would axpect to submil to
the Commission approximately two years tollowing congressional
approval ot our proposal, it it is approved, 2 license
application.

We have estimated in working with the statt that it
we do our homework right in putting logeiher that license
dpplication, have a complete aﬁpllcalion. thorough
application, that Commigtsion rev(ew o! that application could
take place in approximxtely thirty months. _We believe the
tacility could be constructed 1ian 3pproximately‘tour and a halt
years after that, and atter a2 year of start-up testing, begin

operations, approximately in ten years tollowing congressional
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approval Qt the facility,

COMMISSTONER BERNTHAL: Let me ask a question that
reterences back to the Chalirman‘'s streight ftorward question ot
whether these were above ground or not, 1 a2pologize. I'm a
1ittle slow here. Every time I hear "Clineh River," 1 seem to
draw 2 blink in my memory bank. 1 think I like to blot out
dramatic experienceszs or gomething.

In the most naiﬂe. straight forward way, one would
wonder why you would want to tool around, since your
re-packaging and consolidating and what not in these large
canislers, why you would want to tool around with having such
an array o! engineered devices above ground as well.

Why wouldn’t you jJust choose 2 medium and a base
that 1s some granite or comparabl& hard material to concrete,
I suppose, drill the receptacles there and have them below
grade levael and gave ourselves g3 lot of time, money and fuss,
maybe? 1 don't know. 1 was jJust curious,

MR, KLEIN: There are several considerations that
have gone into our selection ot the t(orage concept itselt.
Most come back to whit we see as the neeg tor the tacility.
We are not proposing thi§ tacility tor long term storazge ot
the nature ot a2 repository. The tacility is designed to be
d¢ble to store tuel lor as long 25 may be necessary through

replacement of modules or other means, which is 2 requirement

ot the Wasle Act, but we are baszlczlly looking at operaticnal
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type 3torage tor the operation ot the overall waste system

We h;ve also proposed an alternative concept, which
is storage in drywells, which are belew grade, which is
somewhat similar to what ycu were proposing. That would also
be 2 relatively inexpenslive process tor storing tuel, and it
could in ftact be 2 slightly less expensive -~ this really
isn’t expensﬁve in 2 pumber o0t perspectives -- whenever you
starf getting below grade, it 12 our oplinion that there is a
parception o! permanency associzated with that, that is
undesirable, given the nature ot the tacilities we are
proposing.

It brings 1n considerations of groundwater tlows,
properties of the material in which the drywells are encased.
The drywells would have probably about twenty teet down.
Again, that is not something that can‘t be engineered arﬁund.
can‘'t bde pertectly sate. It brings in additional
considerations that we think could end up complicating the
licansing ot this tacility. |

We want to have a2 tacility that we think will not
bring in major technical {ssues {n the licensing. 'TThe modular
storage concrete casks really 2re inexpensive. Concrete is
tairly inexpensive. It has 2 nice modular jeature to it. We
don’' think we need necessarily the tull 15,000 metric tons.
It §t turns out at $,000 or 10,430, that i3 just 23 economical

a:s 15,000.
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In the proposal documents, the environmental
assessments, we do comparably assess the implementation ot
storage through either drywells or these storage casks at
these alternative sites.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: One of the obvious advantages,
1 guess, would be it these canisters also immediately served
234 a2 transter cask to the permanent repository, or do you have
te unload them anyway?

MR. KLEIN:. ‘The concrele casks would not be
shipped. The canisters within them will be. The canisters
will be clean ot surtace contamination. The repository, tor
the most part, and there will be some exceptions, tor the most
part would then be reoceiving these canisters that are unitorm
in size, heat content, and they are basically tree ot surtace
coantamination. The alternative is what is received at the MRS
instead, which arebbasically your bare tuel assemblies, which
have been sitting in pools and have surtace contaminationszs and
crud and 30 forth on them. Basically the canisters will then
be a clean modular unit tor pl:ceméﬁt in the repository.

MR. HUSCHYE: It I may a2dd one comment, 1n the Act,
we z2re directed to provide assessments ot three sites and two
designs. 'These are the two designs Keith has reterred to on
these threo sites. Although we are directed to state our
preterence..and we have very clearly stated the preterence,

Congress sort o! reserved for itselt by that approach tnae
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possibility go seleot the alternative, either by site or
design. They have lett themselves lots of room to make
cholices.

MR. KLEIN: Let me proceed on the next chart and go
through some of {he advantages ot what we consider to be the
improved performance system, whieh basiocally calls tor the
addition of an MRS to our system.

éasically, we believe that the addition ot the MRS
can improve our ability to develop the overall system. Part
of this comes to the distribution, the re-distribution ot
tunctions within the'system. allowing us to focus ettorts
somewhat independently on.implementing as a2 tirst step in the
system, the collection ot this tuel and packaging ot it at a
central location ot the reactors, cnd.basically getting on
with that part of the system, in advance oi having all the t’'s
crossed and 1'’3s dotted in the repository development, and at
the same time, taking that burden,'it you will, ott, making it
not an additicnal factor that the repository program people
have to think about and worry about, and a2llowing them to in
many cases better tocus on the tunotions ot the repository
itsel!, namely the emplacement and the continement, and the
siting 1ssues and licensing issues associated with that.

1t basically represents a2 two step process tor
implementation proceeding with the tirst step at a2 s:'e that

is more readily available throughout the country. We are not
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relying on any particular geologic teatures or hydrologic
regimes to provide thiszs MRS site, bu; basically we can pick
2 site that we think has a2 high likelihood ot success, bcth in
terms of local acceptance, {n terﬁs ot technical suitability,
and in other acpects ot our developigg 2 system.

The system, ap?roved pertformance system, would lead
to an acceleration ot waste acceptance rates. Without the
MRS, our current schedules for the repository program, would
call tor a2 two step operation of the repository, with the
tirst step beginning in 1998, at a ré)atively low acceptltance
rate, approximately 4U0 metric tons a year, and reaching tuli
2c2le operations around the year 2003, at zbout 3,000 metric
tons per year.

With the MHKS approved in 2 timely tashion, we think
the MRS can be operational in 19%6, and 1ul;y operational by
1998, thus, we would be receiving tuel at a2 rate ot about
3,000 metric tons a year in 1998, a5 opposed to the vear 2003,

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: What would be the backlog
of material by that time?

MR. KLEIN: Approximately 15,000 to 20,000 metric
tons by the turn of the century. There are about 10,000
metric tons now.

MR. RUSCHE: It‘'s a little more than that, |

believe;, maybe 335,000.

MR. KLEIN Maybe 39,000 by the turn ot the
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century. A lot depends on the particuler projection tor
nuclear growth that {3 i1nvolved.

CHAIRMAN FPALLALINO. You sz2y we have 310,000 now?

MR. KLEIN: There are approximately 10,000 or 12,000
in exi1stenrice now.

éDMMISSIONEH BERENTHAL @ I'm sorry. The backlog?

CHAITRMAN PALLADINO- How much ot this material do we
have stored? How rmauch have we generated and have stored at
the various plants? That {s what | meant. You can compare it
with the 15,000.

MR. KLEIN. I think it is at the turn of the
centlury, about 33,000, and it is belng generated at the rate
ot about 2.sud to 3,000 metric tons per year at that point.

By way ot szome additicnal perspective --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: ‘That is assuming 2bout 12
reactors?

MR. KLEIN: Yes. ‘That projection could change.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Not very tast; right?

MR. KLEIN: You may or may not be aware that there
afe a number ot reactors that are beginning to run out ot
storage space at the relctor.sxtes.‘ The Nuclear Waste Policy
Act addresses the situation in a tashion by zssigning‘DOE
responsibilitly to assi1st in developiang technologies to help
the reactors helpn themsalve;. We have been doing that,

demonstrating cooperatively with Virginia Pcwer and Carolina
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Power and Light and others, techniques for increasing storage
capacity on site, by dry metal storage casks, some concrete
storage modules, road consolidation and other techniques.

Cur current projections are that there could be as
tauch as a 2,000 metric ton shorttall of storage space by the
year 2000, based on existing storage capicities and
projections. We believe that rezctors can taska care otf that
through the use of these new technologies, which are coming on
l1ine 2nd being demonstrated, bpt again, that is a2t some cost,
both tinancially and operational costs. The addition of new
capacity require either amendments to the license or new Part
72 license tor independent storage installations at the
rezclor sites themselves.

COMMISSIONER BEWNTHAL: Let me 2ask a2 question about
cosl ettecltiveness here. As_l understand it, the legislation
does place the tlr;t burden ot responsibil;ty on the
utilities. 1 don’'t quite remember the language, but in ettect
it says that tirst ot 211, they should seek ways to store in
on-site. 1 believe that is the sengse of the law.

1t you are going to 211 the trouble and you have
dlready gone to some trouble and exupense, in deSigning a
tairly sophisticated storagg canister, you have studied
compaction and dry storage and what not, why wouldn’t it be
more cost eltective simply to supply that technolecgy site by

slte? What 13 the advantage ot as-needed s1te by site? What
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is the advantage ot sort ot bringing 1t altegether?

MR. RUSCHE:' Let me try a couple o©of reascns. 1
think an immediate advantage that attaches to doing the work
in an MRS i3 that we have a2 centralized tacility where we can
méximize the probability ot success by highly competent
trained people, which would likely be the case at some
r?actors. and might not he quite so likely at others,
depending on their resources available and 30 torth.

1 think It just tollows the standard 1ndustrial
pattern, that it you have the same operation to do many times,
it you can do it under the best and controlled conditions, you
have a h.gh probability ot doing it sately and cost
eftectively,

1 think the thought of having 935 or 120 MRS’'s is a
tactor that.we 21l have take into account. 11 we don’'t have
an MRS, that is what we will end up doing. That is an
alternative we have evaluated in the environmental assessment,
as one ot the options that is there.

A second t#ctor that suggests the value ot the MRS
and this approach is that related to the transportation
logistics. Keith will be getting to that in a minute, but let
me just meﬁtion two quick points.

One value is that we have an opportunity to
ctermine the transportation system, its loecatizn and

logistics, tbout tive years eazrlier, i! we put the MRS in
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place. That is, we won’t know the site ot the tinal
repository until about 1991, 1t Congress agrees this year
with MHS, tor most of the eastern reactors, we know what the
transportation patterns are going to be. Five years earlier,
we can structure the logistics and develop the institutional
questions much earlier. 1 think that is a real advantage to
the country and to the system.

COMMISSTONER BERMNTRHAL: Yes, that would seem to be a2
stlrong argument because you used the plural in traniportation
patterns, and there may indead be plurals, but it sounds to me
like §t would be 2 corridor a2lmost. I‘'m not quil; sure what
you have in mind.

MR. RUSCHE: It you have the MRS in place, it almost
certainly is a corridor trom the MRS. It you don’'t have the
MRS in pla2ce, you may have thirty corridors or ten corridors
or titty corridors.

Mazny of the peoples we have talked to in the states
and industry and elsewhere continue to reter, and I think
appropriately, the yearning that people have to kﬁow what it
iz going to be like, but we are taced with 2 paradox that we
cannot tell you until we get through the characterization ot
the repository sites and hive selected such a szite.

I think those two fteatures, along with the general

management procedure or approidch that says dc it one time, it

is better to do it one lime very well then it is 90 times with
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MR. KLEIN. Cost-wise, we estimate Lthat the costl ot
addiny capacity at the reazctor sites would be anywnere lrcm
340 per kilogram to $10U0 per kilogram. The incremental cost
ol slorage 2t the MNS would be in the neighborhood ot 540 per
kilogram. There could very well be overall ratepayers’
savings trom s3trictly a storage standpoint by doing it or
providing the storage largely at a central tacility. In any
event, there will be rea2aclors having to add storage at the
roacgor sites, until the Federal system becomes operational.

With the MRS, there would be tewer reazctors
2ttected, becau;e they have run out ;t'stoxage capacity and
have had to add some things, and the number of reazctors that
are attected would be attected to 2 lesser degree. They would
not have to provide as much new capacity, because we would be

accepting tuel at a higher rate and sooner. We believe that

~could be a2 signitlicant advantage to the overall country.

We bellieve the addition of the MRS adads flexibility
and reliability to the system. This i. {n a number ot
ditterernit respects in any operatingbsystem that has f{lows in
ard tlows out, it is common to have some sort ot storkge
capacity. It 1s just a basic engineering principle. 1t i3 noct
uncommon for this capacity to be signiticant a3 we are
proposing here.

'he increased reliabilities provided basically by
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addition ot tne storzée capacity, there is tlexibilily
provided hy virtue ot another componeat to the }ystem that can
handle uncertzsinties ot tﬁe future. 1t gives us mors oplions,
more tools lor dealing with things. In particular, It gives
Ut an oplion for packaging in a way that can be implemented to
2 large degree batore even the tinal)l package is known.

COMMISSION ASSELSTINE: Are you g.oing to talk about
that a b1t more? [ guess one of the questions I have i3 how
the two things mesh. 1 understand the notion of moving
piokaging to the MRS, so0o that while you don‘t eliminate it,
you at least minimize the amount ot that z2ction being a2t the
repository ilte. but to what extent is the package design
dependent at a2ll on the geologic medium that is ultimately
selected and to what extent can you design a package that will
satisty al) of our requirements tor the repository betore the
tina)l decision s made on tha repo:itary?

It sirikes me there are ways po do that. AOne way is
design the mosl conservative canister you think could possibly
he needed foOor any geolcgic'reason. and then go azhead on that
basis. There are some intertie questions 1 have, and that is
one o!{ them.

MK. KLEIN. ‘You are correct. I'he package design for
each o!f the repository media would be difterent in two
respects. ‘The amount o!f tuel per packiage and possibly the

material construction ot Lhe package itselt, which also the
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two together cz2n translate into ditterent size or diameter of
the package. You can envelope those. Our tacilily design
will be capable of accommadating any one of the contigurations
within that envelope and/or ditterent package material or
difterent package size.

We have been studying the teazibility of 2 common
waite package, perhaps there is some common denominator among
the repository waste package designs and we could lock on to
that tor the MES, 2and that with ditterent overpacks and so
torth then could be tailored to the f{inal répository medium.

MR. RUSCHE; I think you would want to know, too,
that under the timing we are talking about, we would have the
s;té tor the tirst repository selected several years, like
tive years, betore you put the MRS:in operation, with the MRS
expected to go into operation at ‘about 19906.

What one wants to design in 2 facility 1s a broad
range of capabilities ipr handling materials and sizes and

then make that tinal adjustment 2s to what it the size and

‘'what 13 the material ot the canister, 'hat then being tuned

to the facility, sq the phasing and time permit you to do
that, and the design now starts out with the capability rather
than output a3z its objective.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: One thing would have toc be
clear, and that is that the constructicn asuthorizaticn tar

proceeding with the .epository would have to resoive in a
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tairly detinitive manner exactly what the packaging
requirements would be.

MR. RUSCHE: Yes, without a doubt. 'The MKS
presumably would have been built in a manner that you could
Jjust provide that.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: For added tlexibility, and
added cost, you could have thes canlister and then it you have
to have some other holder or liner --

MR. RUSCHE: VYes, you might have to do that tor
matching. We call that an overpack. 1 think the particular
point Commissioner Asselstine is talking about can be dealt
with very ettectively because ot the relative time sequencing
ot the two tacilities,

MR. KLEIN: We believe the addition ot an MRS would
benetit a2 trinsportation system. It does this in several
ways. Currently, approximately 30 percent of the reactors in
existence cannot handle the larger capacity rail casks lor
shipping spent fuel. Unless those capacities change, and we
may be z2ble to inifluence that or may wunt to intluence that,
we would be shipping fuel from those reactors to the MKS or to
the repository by truek. Truck casks typically have a
cipacity ot about seven times less than a rail cask. 'Truck
casks.might carry one or two PWR assemblies. A rail cask, ten
to tourteen FPWR assemblies.

CHAIRMAN FPALLADINO: Are you saying you can’t get a
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rail car there or did 1 miss the point?

MR. KLEIN: It could be tcr any one ot several
reasons, 2ither they do not have a rail line to the reactor
plant jtzelt, some are located on bodies of water and ship the
large components on the water or to 2 railhead that may be
three or tour miles away and then h;avy haul it there. Some
reactors do not have the crane capscity to handle the larger
rail casks which are in the neighborhood of one hundred ton
casks, whereas a truck cask is more in the neighborhood ot
forty ton casks.

There are several reasons why that thirty percent ot
the reactori: cannot. We believe that ot that thirty percent,
70 or 80 percent of them could upgrade tc handle rail, but
again, it is rezlly not up to us to determine whether or not
they will or shzll, but just estimate what coculd be.

What that means in terms ot transportation
operations i3 that you obviously would need seven truck
shipments to equal one rail shipment on the average. Every
shipment, every cask, is permitted a2 certain amount ot
radiation levels 2t the surt;ce. It is somewhat akin to a
point scurce moving.

COMMISSIONﬁR EERNTHAL:  Seven {rucks tor one rail
car?

MR. K.ZIN. Yes, sir. That s exactly right.

COMMISSTIONER EERNTHAL: I don’t want to get on the
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wrong side of the Teamsterszs Union, but I nave tc 27y ny
prejudices are thit we cught to se¢ek to keep these snipments
on rail lines to the extent that is possible. I don't kncw
thtt'you have taken 2 position on that cr not. Maybe you are
getting 2round to i{t.

MH. KLEIN: We do bellieve it {is desirabie tor
purpnses ot etticiency ind operations to maximize t%e use of
the higher capacity casks to the extent practicable. There
are still rersons to not become so0 independent, 100 percent,
on any one mode 0! conveyince, but to the extent that you
can. Right now, the cast ot shipping by truck or for rail are
about the same, on a2 dollar per Kg basis. A lot is dependent
on particular rail lines and cask demurrage charges and so
torth.

In any event, having an MRS centrally located
relative to exisgsting reactors basically minimizes the cdistance
that tuvel would have to be moved'by truck. Instead ot moving
across country, it the repository wasg in the west, it would be
transversing only one or two states typically to get Lo an
MRS, where it would be repackaged, and all the shipments
leaving the MHS then would §e in dedicated trains, or would be
in larger rail ctsks, pickaged in these canisters. You might
have two shipments per month with one trz2in pooling tivae or
the ten rajlcars behind it once or twice 2z menth. There would

te fewer number of shipments across country. The rapository
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would be recejiving tewer shipments, and the shipments that the
repository did receive should able toc be unloaded much ftaster
because you are dealing with double encapsulatec fu2l, it you
will. It is clean on the outzide.

Overall, it lezds tc the MKS belng somewhat of a
transportation hub of one sort, iuel converging cocn {t, and
then being shipped oul in a dedicated train to the
repository. We think there are transportation system benetfats
dssociated with that.

COUMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: What are the
transportation co;ridors like? 1 understand going into
Tennessee trom most of the east. How about trom there out
west: {o the sites you are looking at tor the tirst
repository? Good transportation corridors?

MR. KLEIN Basically, yes. A3 you may be aware,

there are a2 number of operations in Tennessee that are rzally

transportation related operations. Federa)l Exprass is based
there. There are'a number c! other similar 6peratxons to
that. 1s it Federal Express in Memphis?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Ves .

MR. KLEIN: Auto companies are locazted there. 1
only point thait out because one of the reason? they are
relocating is the}e is a good transportation access

COMMISSJONER EERNTHAL: You are really talkiag about

2 rail corridor and to the extent that rail line 1i going to
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have to be of high quality, perhaps upgraded, perhaps
maintained beyond that, that seems to be typical today, and I
wouldvassume you aren‘t going to do that to very many lines,
and you are going to kind of pinpoint one corridor, and that
iz going to be {t.

MR. KLEIN: Yes, and focus on it. We would tocus on
that, survey it very thoroughly, make sure the emergency
response capabilities are 211 in that corridor, upgradad, and
focus our a=tiorts.

Lastly, provide signilicant institutiona)l benetits.
These are associated to a3 degree with certain intzangible
bernetits that a2re indeed somewhat speculative, but we think
warly implementation, construction ot a2 major waste tacility,
and basically getting on with implemeﬁting the system ahead of
the scﬁedules. tzarget schedules mandaled.ln the Waste Act,
could be ot benetit to our overal} ettorts.

I will jus! go quickly through =--

CHATRMAN FPALLALINO: How many people will be werking
there atter it is built?

MR. KLEIN. Approximately 600 to 700 tull time
employees, alter it becomes operaticn;l 

COMMISSITONER ASSELSTINE: That 13 the operating
statt?

MR. KLEIN. Yes.

MK. RUSCHE: 1,500 during construction;, something
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like that.

MR. KLEIN: 1 have just covered the ftirst aspect ol
our proposal dezaling with the description of the tacility, the
advantages, and some ot the costs. I might add, as tar as the
costs are concerned, that the tacility costs, conastruction
costs, will be about s$700 million, overall program costs, up
to the point ot operations in 1996, will be about $31 billion.
Operating costs wﬁuld be about $70 million per year
thercatter.

The second part of our proposal document --

CHATEMAN PALLADINO: 5170 million thereaiter for
operating costs?

"MR. KLEIN: 70 million.

The second part of our proposal deals with more
ingtitutional aspects., Three major parts that ! might brietly
review. First, the tinancial assistance provisions. The
Wa2ste Act provides an opportunity tor tacilities developed
under the Waste Act basjcally to be good corporate citizens,
yood neighbors, providing tor payments equivalent to taxes,
d¢nd in the case ot the repository, tinancial assistance tor
planning and mitigatlon.ol impacts caused by construction and
$0 torth. We are proposing.these ;pply 2ls0 to the MRS, We
have recejved some good analyses by a local task torce set upn
in the arec at the Clinch River site, the Clinch River Mun3

Tagk Yorce.
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They ;lso recommended several things which would
help lessen thg impacts ot a tacility. We are claritying them
in this proposal, that we have reimbursed state and locals tor
direct expenses involved. We would use local suppliers to the
extent they are available. It we have land on the Cak Ridge
site that has access programmatic needs, we make that
available tor alternative industrial uses, permitted by
regulations. Giving tinancial aSsisiance equivalent to the
tax to be paid, as it the tzclility were a taxable commercial
venture.

The proposal contains a section that elaborates on
assurances o! sately and environmental quality. These are
really nothing new. Assurano;s ¢ome primarily through the MNRC
regulations and our adherence tc them. They are things that
we otftten take lor granted, and which are not 2s readily
apparent to the outside. We have elaborated cn just what a
lot of these provisions are and why that provides a degree ot
assurance relative to safety and environmental quality.

T'he last provision in the proposazal that I would
review is certain provisions we are proposing to give the
state and local governments a-very strong influence in the
conduct of{ the program.

We are propasing that 2 steering committee be

established, an MRS steering committee, to consist ot a

chairman, nominalgd by DOE and in consultation with the
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Governor. It would have two members trom the state on the
steering committee, two memhers a2t the Clinch River site, one
trom the City of Oak Ridge, one trom the County. [t will have
2 memher ot industry, the utilities paying into the waste !und
would be on the steering committiee. A member representing the
public interest, broader public interest I might say, and two
representatives trom DOE.

This conmittee would review, recommend, review
policies, recommend policies. The MRS Project Manager, the
person actuzally responsible tor implementing the project would
have tormal responsibilities vis-a-vis being responsive to the
committee. I{ he does not agree with a committee
recommendation, tor example, he Qould be obligated to respond
in writing the reasons why not. "It they didn't like those
reasons, for example, they would have recourse to appeal
through the Operations Manager, to Washington, it that is not
suitable. |

We propused and identitied several subcommittees
that could be established unﬁér this that would have
particular responsibilities tor oversight, tacility
operations, and oversight ot the public intormation and
implementation ot the tinancial assistance preovisions, and in
the transportation area.

It is all in recognition that the committese andg

subcommittees would have jull access to 2l) datz intermation
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availablae to the Project Manager. The whole process tcr
basiczlly implementing the MRS would be very much open, in
ways that are perhaps precedent setting in terms ot the way
business has been done by the Federal Government in the past,
and it has been very well receivéd in the local area. We
think 1! MRS is to proceed in Tennessee, that the state would
be similarly inclined to tavor this approach to implementing
the project.

COMMISSTIONER BERMTHAL: I must say you guys had
extraordinary toresight. You even managed to get two
residents ot Tennessee on the Licensing Committee betore the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act really began to be implemented.

MR . RUSCHE: We have tried to exercise clairvoyanzce
2l every stage we could.

LLaughter.]

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: We don’t know which way it
cuts, though, do we?

MR. RUSCHE: I would want to add one comment to
Keith's saxpression on the Steering Committee, just tc be
sure. This 15 a committee that would be organized and would
function under the Federal Advisory Commitliees Act, anag itL’';
important that we understand tha! and you f{olks both.

MR. KLEIMN- The lastvthing that I would point oul :

the provisions tor consultation and concurrence ajreement with

the state. “"his i3 something that is called for in the Waste
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Act. It applies 2ls0 to the repository program. [t would
apply here tor MHS as well The CLC agreement would be an
umbrella contract between us and the state to provide tor the
operations of the Steering Committee and a number ot other
things specitied in the Act, including the use of mechanisms
tor resolving any disputes that may occur down th§ road to the
Mecdiation Board, olher such mechanisms.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL:‘ Are you going to make any
ccmment on the now obvious fact that the Governor ot the State
ol Tennessee, for whom I have an immense regard, has gone on
record already atl this point saying that he will veto --

MR. RUSCHE: That was the Chairmazn‘s question which

we have reserved --

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I was just about to say that
this i3 a good time, maybe, to address it.

MR. RUSCHE: Well, you'd ltike to do it now?

CHAIHMAN PALLADINO: I think so, bescause you are
talking about state relations.

MR. RUSCHE: We had an opportunity to visit with the
Sovernor on Tuesday morning, and ﬁe made us awaire of his views
and, 1 think._that you hive been provided a2 copy of his
statement. The Governor, I think, as Ccamistioner Bernthal
had said, is a2 gentleman that w2 211 hive a great deszl of
respe:t and appreciaztion tor. He, through his cab:net

otiicials, exercised, on behalt o! the state, 2 very extensive
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study proposal, and i{ you recall) ifrom his statemant, he made
or drew several conclusions which, 1 thiank, will be helptul to
the Longress and were helptul to .3$ and perhaps to you to.

With respect to the short-term nature ot the
tacility, with respect to the tact that other MRS's, there are
not -- the location ot a lot ot ictivity by virtue ot shipment
and otherwise, a2 well 25 the origin ot ftuel from facilities
in the state a2and his recognition that the facilities do not
present new or novel technical questions and, theretore, he
has high contidence Lthat both the shipping, transportation
handling and the taclility, itselt, can be done sately.

He then turns ta two o(her fssues with respect to
his view ot the need and his view ot the appropriateness tor
it's location at Osk Ridge, primarily trom 2n industrial
deveiopment standpoint.

1 think that we must respect the Governor s view in
that regard. I think it is clearly a3 question in which the
Jovernor has stated this issue in 2 form that will make it
much more attractive tor the Congress to consider whether the
tacili!y. 233 we have proposed, is worthwhile and ought teo
proceed The Governor's response pre;umably will be a part ot
our package to the Congress.

Qur expectation is that he will provide that
response in 3 f-2rma) way to us and to the Congress atl about

the time the propusal is to go up, and the Congress will have
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the opportunity to consider the proposal in the lignt ot that
intormation.

And he recognizes that and, I think, 1l°'s not
without some value to note that this somewhat compressed
integaction with the state has produced, I think, one of the
best Federal/State interactions and relationships that we‘ve
seen. and he a2s much as sxaid that to us. But I would not want
to put too many words in his mouth.

So, 1 think, the short answer is: We regret that he
doesn‘t agree with us in tull., We are pleased that a number
ot his conclusions are-:n agreement with our view and we will
plan to proceed with the proposal to Congress.

COMMISSTIONER ROBERTS: 1 can’t resist asking, in his
press‘release the very last two sentences: ”The‘law requires
t#e V.S. Government to consuit with the state betore it
decides where to put it's -~ his terminology -- repackaging
plant. They did not do that, and it they had, this is what 1
would have told them about Oak Ridge 23 2 site."

What is your response to that statement?

MR, RUSCHE: His question qr his comment, 1 belieué.
derives trom the tact that the process of site selection,
which was documented in the April document that I reterred to
etrlier, was not conducted in the same manner as we have done
for the repository sites. It wasvnat‘so conducted because,

one, it didn’t lend itselt to that procedure, nor was it
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racquired hy law.

There & a debate on that subject. In tact,
the state tiled 2 lawsuit which i3 betore the courts that
béars to some extent on that subject, I think what he says
there is that it we hed 2sked him in April whether he liked
Oak Ridge he would have said then that he didn't like bak
Hidge.

CHATRMAN PALLADINO: For the site?

MR, RUSCHE: Excuse me, yes. He didn‘'t like --

{Laughter.)

COMMISSTONER ROBERYS: Oh, he loves Oak Hidge.

CHAITHMAN PALLADINO: OA, 1 just want to make sure
that the record comes out right.

MR. RUSCHE: Mr. Chairman, | really do appreciate
that. I would not want io put those words-in the Governor-‘s
mouth. ‘There may be views In Ozk Hidge that would like to be
expressed, but they certainly should come from Oak Ridge.

Does that address the issue? I don’t know what
elgse we can say.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: 1 will extend the question just
cne more step. Do yaou think it i1s going to impact on the

ability to get Congressional approval or action on this?

MR. RUSCHE: Oh, I don’t think there i3 any question -

but that the UGovernor’s view will be weighed heavily by

Congress. 1 think it his view had been positive, it certainly
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would have tncreasel the prospects of atiirmative action by
Congress. So there’s no question about it.

CRAIHMAN PALLADINO: Well, I'm trying to think what
possible ouvutecomes might be, and I know we are speculaliﬁg. but
there is one more step, and then I will stop.'

1t they don'{ approve Tennessese, then where are you
lejtt or what options do we have, {! you try Lo get another
slate and, you know, have the same problem?

MR. RUSCHE. Our charge under the Act is to bring a
propasal to Congress, and ocur proposa)l will identity eleven
3ites that we thought were suitable, t{hree o! which we thought
were preterred and one which we thought was the site ot
choice.

Congress could very easily tell us Lthat we don‘t
need an MRS Go home and dc the rest ot the work. Congress
could tell ui we need an MKS, but we don't need it atl this
21 tle Uo look tor anotlier site, bul when vyou lind it, 1t wil}
be an authorized tacility then, Congress co&ld choose one ol
the other sitles other than Oak Ridge, either oﬁe in Tennessee
or one ot the eleven.

You'll recal) that under the Act, when we {iled our
application with youw, we provided an environmental imnact
statement whose only ditlerence would he that we don’'t have to
sonsider the need tor the tacility. The Congr 33 might choose

inother site thait we naven’t identitied. Congress is by no
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means constrained to the sites that we might propose. There
are possibilities that someone might come torward and say, “We
really would like to have this.” Whether that’'s more than a
gleam in somebody’'s eye I can’t say, but those are 211 options
that, I think, Congress has bejore it.

The law claarly was not written in a wiy to
constrain Congress, bu; rather to give the broadest latitude
that 1 can imagine.

CHAIRMAMN PALLADINO: Just the lasl one on this.
Moving over to the need question, are you going to try to
respond (o his need gquestion?

MR. RUSCHE: Oh, we think our documents do. We just
hive a ditterent view trom his view. He did not iantroduce any
new intormation.

CHATIRMAN PALLADIMNO: 1 think you showed tnat it was
desirable. It was a beneticial thing. 1 think he is going to
maybe ~- he is extending your questioﬁ and saying, “I3 there a
need tor 1t¥"

MR. RUSCHE: Mo, [ bellieve, ne s3id we -- and we did

clearly state thaet it is not absolutely essential. I think
Keith’'s opening comment wzs to that ettect. We believe the
need is high because it has high value. I think the documents

we have show that, Hut I think I would not want to mislead
you, and I certainly would not want to mislead anyone at

Congress and try to make the caie that without it, there can
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be no waste disposal system.

We think it would b less eftective, less
cost-eltective, less reliable tor the reasons that we have
described here. PBut it i3 olearly 2 discretionary or optional
facility, and tor that reason we called it the enhanced or
improved system.

COMMISSTONER BERNTHAL: Then Langress is the
deiiberative body -~ 1 th;nk that's putting it mildly -- and 1
can’'t help but point out that Governor Alexander‘s term ends
in Movember, and none ot that would be ot particular interest
or consequence or the respongsibility ot the Commission, excépt
as {1t ﬁay etlect the schedule of thig whele thing, and one
wonders whether, with the veto apparently in the otting and
presumably whatever Congressional deliberationas might be
assoclated with that veto, is it realistic that this thing i3
going to get jettled thiz year?

MR. RUSCHE: Commissioner, I think it would be very
unwiie for me to try to guess on Lhat. I think i('s purely a
matter -= I think It will be the tirst opportunity tor
Congress to exercise it's ;udgement'and prerogatives under the
Act, as it clearly recognizes that {t needs tc be done for
such facilities. And I think our oﬁ;ective is to get the
proposal there, to make the content ot the propecsal as
clearly available 23 we can. And then we serve -- | guess, we

dll serve -~
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COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Let me ask the question a
better way. What happens if this thing i1ort of sits there
this year and then -- 23 you know, this cufrent Governor
cannot succead himgsell -- there will be 2 new Governor -- what
kind o! dei:ys then might {hat throw into the program here and
how might that eftect the entire program it that should
happen®

MR. RUSCHE: Well, I think the value of this
tacility, whicech is the bazlz on which we state the need, as
the Chalrman and I were discussing 2 minute ago, changes it
you delay the facility for 3 large amount 1t it is O months
it's relatively minor. It §t*s 9 years, then the 5 years that
we g2in is no longer there to be gained, and g0 you would then
have to evaluate the need a2nd the value in the light ot that
dlminls;ed return.

I think trom 2 purely logistics standpoint, even a
loqq time down the road, it {2 warranted. But 1t's clear that
some ot the advantiages that we jdentitied diminisn as the time
of the MR3 coming online approzches the time of the
repositories coming on line, and 21) I know to do Is stand by
and be gsure that the best available intormation is at hand tor
Congress and tor you and for all ot us who have to visit the
issue.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Ben, did you have more

presentation?
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MR. RUSCHE: I think that Keith nas about three or
tour more slides at the end or sheets that would be worth
turning to where we havae taken 2 quick look at the licensing
plnn.‘ I don’'t think that we have to go through every one ot
these, but t4 you might just direct your tttention there and
et him just lead you through,

In taet, he brought a2 document which I‘'m very
pleased wilh and I want you to know does exists with respect
tc what we have done, both 2lone and in consort with the Statt
with respect to looking at the licensing.

MR. KLEIM: Let me start just by saying that the Act
requires that the tacility be lioensed by the NRC and that the
National Environmental Folicy Act shall apply with respect to
the construction of any tacility,

There are two exceptions to both the NHC licensing
review and the preparation ot a;y environmental impact
statement vregarding the construction ot an MRS, and those two
e¢exceplions are that the Commission may not consider nead and
that the ElY shzll not consider -~ well, the Commission may
not consider need or altlernztives to the design criteria
specitied in the Act tor the tacility, nor the environmental
impact statement shall not consider need or 2lternatives to
the design criteria.

COMMISS IONER ASSELSTINE. Maybe we can go ahead and

do the slides, but 1 want to come back to the NEPA guestion
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later on, though, then and ask. at least aboul scme ot the, I
think, concerns that gsome ot our Stzt! has about how the Act
is atructured and how thiz will all work and what we need to
do to get it sorted out,

CHATRMAN PALLADINO: I think we al) have a similar
interest in that. |

MR, KLEIN: 111 be able to go through the rest ol
these very quickly. We have just shown what are required in
the licensing appliéttlon and 1 think those are
selt-explanatory.

1 wanted to make 2 point about the licensing-relatec

documents that have been prepared Lo date. There have been
tunctional design critevria. We have a3 conceptual basis tor
design. Of particular signiticance is something called a

Conceptual Design Report, whioh actually consists ot tour teet
o! documeats; 36 volumes. One of those volumes is this
document that‘'s called, "The Hegulatory Assossmeng Document "
and what this does in thiz document is take the requirements
ot part 72 ot the NRC Regs and shbw: how the design -~ in the
conceptual design phaze, at least -- would comply with the
requirements o1 the regulations.

So, in some respecls.vit's almost like 23 mini-SAR
but on a2 very -- on a3 less delail scale, and we basically
provided these documents to the NRC Stazit in late Ustober.

Prior to that there have been a number o0f design reviews that
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the NRC Stat! have partiocipated in and have been extremely
helptul to usg.

In the program plan itself ot your proposal -- it's
in Volume 3 -- there is an appendix entitled, “The Licensing
Plan,"” and that is a torward-looking document that proposes
speciiic procedures {or proceeding hereon.

The tirst of those -- and actually those are in the
next to the last viewgraph or slide or illustration -- lays
out, basiozlly, the proposed processes largely drawn trom the
NRC regulations.

I would )just point out that we would tend to
start by developing a procedurazl agreement with the Commission

that could either be an add-on to the procedural agreement we

already have with respect to the repository or be a2 separate

agreement In which we would seek to resolve a2 1ot ot these
1ssues. 24 far 24 proceeding on down the road whether DOE
should do an EIS in addition to NRC doing one.

I might jJust say that our judgement on that will be
swayed by the form ot Congreisionazl azuthorization. For
rxample, {t the authorization were Lo specity particular sites
-~ recommended sites.-; then I think that would play a part in
the terms ot the scoping of what would be required under
NEPA << | mean Federa: NEPA -- and then how we would delineate
that between the NRC and the_DOE.

The regulations require that we submit an
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enviroamental report. The process schedule we have laid out
tor preparation ot that environmental report lends itsel! to
that document becowming an EIS {f that is, in tact, the
sppropriate thing to do to satisty our NEPA obligation.

With that, ! would say {it is basically open to
questions.

CHAITRMAN PALLADINO: Thank you. Jim, do you want to
start with NEPA? I have some other questions. Those are
timely now, I think.

COMMISSIONEN ASSELSYTIMNE: VYes, ;ince Qe ended on
that note. 1 guess one ot the questions that I think our
Stzit has, in tact, both of our legal otitices have, is we are
in sort of an unusual situation here, because you are going to
have 2 proposal to the Congress that identities a2 number ot
things, including the site, tor example. Yoﬁ aré going to
have an environmenta)l report or assessment that goes up with
the proposal. Yet, it appears that we still have
responsibilities underneath, i!1 we are looking at such things
2s alternate sites,Adoing the cost benetit anzlysis, even
though the need question may be out and the design criteria
miy be out.

1 guess one ot the questions I have is to what
extent would it be usetul or make scense at this point to ask
the Congress, 2z part ot this proposal, to spell ocut in some

detai) what it is they expect us to do, you and us, in terms
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ol doing ElS's, what the EIS's should address, and to what
extent we should rely on the work that you do, it you do an
EIS on some of these aspects?
Otherwise, it looks to us like there i3 some

uncertainty about some of these questions that wouldn't get

resolved tor some time to come, For us, at least, it seems to
put us in somewhal ot an awkward situation. The alternate
site, tor example. It Congress comes baok andlsays. you still

have your NEPA responsibilities, other than the two areas we
outlined 1n the Wa-te Policy Act, but we are saying this is

where it ought to be. It puts us in somewhat ot a2 ditticult
position.

MR. RUSCHE: 1 would think that the opportunities
that we will have for extensive discussion with Congress will
provide many occasions {or us to ventilate this issue.' 1
can’'t help to belieJe tha Congress were to act in the
iltirmatiVe. that the matter would be claritied in whatever
tinal form it appears. We cgrtainly will want to visit the
issue. I believe it is not only appropriate but it wouid be
valuable tor you and your comments to identity this as an areaz
of uncertainty. We will certainly see that gets expressed on
our own initi;live.

I think that is exaecotly the right way to do 1it. 1
believe no valuable purpose would bLe served at all to leave a

’

mystery down the road.
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COMMISSTONER ASSELSTINE: VYes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You are proposing or you have
in the back ot your mind eleven difterent sites. You have a
recommended one. Are we excluded trom evaluating your eleven
ditterent siles and saying number nine is better than number
three or whatever?

MR. RUSCHE: I think that my own opinion would be
th;t it Congress acceptls our proposal, yocu probably would be
excluded, and then Congress'would say they have agreed this is
the site on which we should put it, and these are the
alternatives we have looked at, and that’'s valid.

COMMISSTONER ASSELSTINE: {l that is what they want,
they ought to tell us about it, It is one thing we ought to

25k them, to make that clear. It they want to pick the site

and they don’tl want us to laook alternatives, they ought to

tell us that.

MR. MALSCH: Let me just add to that. Our concern
¢ .

was heightened by the f3ct that there was a wealth ot NEPA
cise law which says th;t Congress has- authorized and
appropriated ftunds tor a specitic project at a particular
site. It does not in any way attect the scope ot the
subseqiient NEPA review.

It all we got was a congressional authorization tor

appropriations with nothing said about NEPA, :t wouldn‘'t be so

clezr.
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MR. RUSCHE: I think you 2re right. We want to be
sure. I think your comments to us should make that point. We
would want to be sure that in the numerous discussions that we
2re going to have, we seek that guidance. In tact, 1 would
think it might be worthwhile as the process uniolds on the
Hill, that we stay in close touch and we may tind a set of
linguage example that we would have an opportunity to -suggest
to Congress that would serve to'clarity the matter.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Or conversely, it the
Congress wants to treat it like they'did the Corp ot Engineer
cases.and s2y we are authorizing for this site but we want an
independent review of the alternatives, that is tine, too. We
ought to ask them to tell us what they want us to do.

MR. RUSCHE: 1 couldn’t agree more.

COMMISSITONER ASSELSTINE: I have a2 tew others on
some other subjects. One w2z emergency planning. I ﬁoticed
that on the licensing plan part, 1 think you had indicated on
the NHC requirements tor the license application, an emergenocy
plan wis one ot the items,. Looking atl the present or proposed
rules that we now have betore us, and I don*t know whether you
21l have seen them or not, perhaps not --

MR. RUSCHE: We have not been privy to those.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I think emergency planning
is not included in there now. It seems Lo me it would a2

prudent to have that in. 1 wondered whether that was your



1 judgment as well,

: MR. RUSCHE: 1 think the purpose ol keith mentiening

3 it there, and I mentioned that it would be in our proposal, is
+4 clearly trom an operational standpoint, you need Lo have a
S procedurs tor handling upsets in operation in the tacility. I

6 think until we do the anzlysis to determine what the pot;nllal

? is tor oti-site, the need tor an imergency plan, such a3 an

8 evacuation plan or 2 community response plan, I would want to

9 reserve it until we sece what the potential is. We are having
10 some additional studies done with respect to transportation,
11 211 ot which will bacome available Lo bolh ot us during the
18 period of our generation ot this thing.

13 Clearly, it there iz 2 potential, we would want to

14 dddress {t. I think our intent in mentioning it there was
1% that we are not unaware of the obligation to look, and we wil)
1) take whatlever course seems to be prudent,.

? COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: dJdood. It does seem that
18 the proximity to population s a little bit ditferent tor the
19 MRS siltles Lhan say tor a repository.

20 MR. RUSCHE: “The potential for releazse in transport-
21 ~is 32 very dilterent kind ot thing. ! would not want to let
22 the implication be received by thegse comments that we think
23 there is a2 great emergency potential, so Lo speak. There i3
24 not trom(what we can tell trom the ocutset, I think the

23 obligation we would teel is to anzlyze that caretully and show
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it. It it i3 not, we don’'t need it,. We ought to bhe able to
do that.
CHAIRMAN PFALLADINO: I think it does need carelul

attention. It 15 an {tem where, ftor example, in Oklahoma, we

.could have perhaps benelited by more thought on emergency

planning.

MR . RUSCHE: We certainly need to give that kince ot
forethought. Untortunately, we don’'t have the kind ot
potentlial tor distribution and dispersion that existed in that
facility. We need to evaluate iU\, I e2n assure you that is
our intent.

COMMISSTIONER ASSELSTINE: I also had another
question about the tie-in. You have linked the MHS with
issuanc§ of 2 construction authorization tor the repository.
You have s2id the MRS should not start operation until the
corstruction auvthorization is issued.

What happens it something goes wrong with the ftirsgst
repository? What it the Commission reaches the conclusion
that tor whatevar reason, the cbnstruction authorization
should not go iorwiard, we have to wait a tew years and look at
the second round ot sites cr whatever? What hzppens té the
MRS? Does it then just sit'there and it won‘'t be uéed?

MH; RUSCHE: It the action ot Congress is what we
proposed, and Congress does ncthing fturther, it will just sit

there. I can't believe that Congress would be oblivious te




1 such a situation and it it arose, I think Congress would have
2 to make its own determination a2as to whether that original
3 linkage was appropriate, We belleve lrom the standpoint of
L} this being a2 part ot an integrated system, unless Congress
S made a revolutionary shitt in the national waste disposal
6 system, I think that is probably the right course, it should
K Jjust sit there. We don‘’t pror.se more than 135,000 tons. You
g can't go very tar with 15,008 tons at 120 50,000 tons
9 inventory. I don‘t think we ought teo start down that road
10 until we know where we are going, unless Congress chodses to
11 Just make an entirely ditterent consideration.
vxa COMMISSTONER BERMNTHAL: It is an important question
13 though. It 2lmost seems like 1f something goes wrong with the
14 tirst permaneﬁt repository, you would want the opposite
19 eftect. The need tor the MRS would be very pliain and very
106 great. It seems to me it is unquestionable. I am just oot
17 sure why you would want to start out to begfn with having it
18 linked to the approval ol construction for the repository.
19 MR. RUSCHE: We thought it was appropriate to link
20 it by Congress, to provide competence to the community, the
M state and to the country, that we did not visuzlize the MRS
22 being a2 substitute for the repos}tory. 1 think it it 135 te
23 become a substitutle tor the repository, it deserves a2
-4 conscious action by Congress to set that course. We believsn

28 Congress made the right choice in choosing repositories as the
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tinal disposition.

This appeared to us to be a2 way to honor that view
and provide a clear cut impression to the publiec that we
didn‘t have something up our sle;ves. We visuali:e this thing
being 2 part of an operating system, which has a2 repository as
its end point. 1t it is to be changed, then the public and
Congress ought to do that with very conscious thought.

It i1s true that you could open up more options
another way. We telieve it is better to tie the two together
and assure or give added confidence that the future will be
consciously chosen rather than by default.

COMMISSTIONER BERNTHAL: I1{ you will 2llow me to
continue a Qoment

¢ OMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Sure.

COMMISSIONER EERNTHAL: The thought may be a good
one . It torces Congress then to take 2 positive a2ction and to
consider the issue it thit situztion should arise. [1°3s
probably not a bad idez.

MR. RUSCHE: We believe we have a2 high contidence
approach, and that’'s the one we ocught to hold on to.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Oa (he 15,000 metric tons,
you point out it {s tajrly limited stor;ge capacity. Do you
have 2 plan for how you ire going to allocate that? 13 it
goin; to be every utilitly gets a little bit or aliscated to

those that really need the storage capactty and are not able
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to provide it on their own?

MRE. RUSCHE: We do not have a plan at hand. In the
mission plan, we have jndicated an a2lternative acceptance
schedule. You will recall that under our contracts with the
ulllities,'we are obligated by 1991 to have in place a
detailed 2cceptance schedule We are working with the
contract holde;s to dgvelop strategies lor eviluating those
kind ot questions, how you make the trade-otts between who
needs it and whose lime it iz 2nd so forth. 1 believe the
utilities will be very usetul and very helptul in us arriviag
2t a2 mutually understandable and wocrkable plan.

CQMMISSIUNER ASSELSTINE- Are you going to allocate
costs according to how that plan is set up? 111 give you a
couple o! examples.

MR. RUSCHE: I think the answer 1i no.

COMMISSTONER ASSELSTINE: You aren‘t?

MK . RUSCEE: No.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Reazctors in the west that
are not going to use this thing at 211 would still pay tor
part ot it?

MR. RUSCHE:. Feactors in the wesil may use it. in
tact, a slight claritication that we will make i3 it 158 not
our intent tcr the rezctors in the west to use it, just
because of the logistical value. On the other hand, ii we

tound that tor schedule reasone or contractual obligations we
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needed to do it, there is no reason why reaclors in the wesy
could not use it except for the distance and ccst

CHAIRMAN FALLADINO. Could you expand a little more
on that, the western usage? I didn*t mean to iaterrupt your
questions. That* s one [ still have a3 a2 residual.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes. The impressien I had
trom reading the thing is you were joing to have scme
packaging capacity al the repository and the western reactors
basically would just ship their spent {uel xigﬁt to the
repository and would not use this facilitw

MR. RUSCHE: That is the prete;red course, bu?
whether we would actually do the saime kind ot things a2t the
repository packaging tacility that we do at the MRS, 1 think
remains to be determined. From & pure management and
logistical standpoint, it would say don’t haul the tue) bdack
asross the country That i3 what we would expect to do.

On the other hand, I think western reaclors and
western reactor owners would insist upon having access to the
MRS, |1t lpr example, in our 1991 determirition ot acceptince
rate and acceptance provisions, we i1acurred an obligation (o 3
plant in 1997, let‘'s g2y, in the west, or in 1999, {in the
west, and the repository in 1999 wig not prephred to accept
that fuel, there was going to be another year down the road,
MHS was operating. We wceuld believe and expect we would use

the MHS to meet that obligation. We will have languzge in the



10

11

13

14

13

14

17?7

18

97
proposal when {t goes up thit will acknowledge that.

CHATRMAN PALLADINO. You a;e not going to exclude
wedtern states?

MR. RUSCHKE: Mo, sir. We did not intend to exclude
it here. 1 think the language probably came out a2 little bit
sharper thin we intended. We have had szeveral comments to
that ettecl, 23 octhers have read it. We certainly will ~-

COMMISS IONER BEENTHAL: Yes . 1 had a similar
question. My stlztt intorms me that the 100th Meridiin, in
tact, was the point beyond which supposedly or at least the
impression was gathered, spent tuel would be shipped directly
to the tirst repository.

MR..HUSCHE: We did say that.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: ‘The 10U0th Meridian, I am
iniormed, ruas through Pierre, South Dakota. 1 am probably
the only one 3t this table that knows where Pierre, South
Dakota is, and 1 am probably the only one that knows how it is
pronounced.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You win on both counts.

MR. RUSCHE: We wanted something tor everybody's
backyard.

COMMISSTIONER EERNTHAL. That goes on down south
through the middle of Kansas, Nebraski, West Central Kanszas.

The point 13, 23 ! look at the map, what we are

really talkiny about here, 1! I recall our construction
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Coast basically.

MR. RUSCHE. That s correct.

COMMISSIONER EERNMTHAL: Anything is possible. It
does seem unlikely you would be shipping all that back to
Tennessee.

MR. RUSCHE: We did not plan to do that. I want to
make clear that {? our ccontractuaz) obligations, which are
established or will be established and put i1n place, were to
require moving the material bhack to the MRS in order to meet
thcse, we certainly will not preclude the uss ot the MRS tor
that purpose.

COMMISSTONER AQSELSTINE: Would it make sense Lo
2lso0, to the extent that utilities make an ettort -- 1 will
put on my ratepayer hat a2t the moment -- mike an eftort to
meet their own needs unti)l the repository is in tact
available, to either exclude or reduce the burden they would
have to pay tor the cost ot this tacility? Why not have the
burden 1al]l predominately on the utilities that don‘'t make
their own arrangements and that have to use the storage
capacity, still allocate the cost ot the packaging, but at
least as f3ar as storage, make those who use il pay tor it?

MR. RUSCHE: ! think the lagic 13 reasonable. We
have had some discussions that would sugygest that it we don't

meet the contractual obligation ot 1998, whieh i3z ocur
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contractual obligationi to begin receiving fuel, that we might
then want to go back and consider such a thing.

I think prior to 1998, 1t is clear that Congress
intended that the costs be spread according to the amount ol
material generated, and Congress directed us to put 3 syztlem
in_oﬁeration. 1t we get to that point, 1 will certainly
remember this suggestion along with at least 75 ot the
ulilities who have made the same suggestion..

COMM] SSTONMER ASSELSTIN: A3 a ratepayer ot an
utility that seems to be making 2 lot ot eftorts to try and
meetl their needs from a2 variety ot standpoints, 1 would wonder
whether ! should pay for an MRS as well.

MR. RUSCHE: We welcome you to the club tor now and
will certainly take it ?nto consideration in the future.

MR. KLEIN: I might add that the MRy we estimate
would only add as much 23s ten percent Lo the overall cost ct
the system, and of course, as an integral! part ot the system,
it an MYYS is implemented, it would result in certain
ofisetltiing savings out ot the repository. By the same token,
they would be saving some costs as well. The people may not
be benetiting 1t from a2 stcrage standpoint.

I might alio point out in a2 scheme ot allocating the
acceplance rights ot 311 this fuel tirst, that an ulility
maybe 1n the westl that might have an early 2llocation czuld

barter that allocation to another utility and would getl isome




[y

[

1%

17

18

19

60U

value back trom that. There 2re 2 lot of considerations.

CCMMISSIONER ZECH: (Could you elaborate brietly on
why the capacity of 15,000 tons was selected?

MR. RUSCHE: 15,000 tons is purely a judgment
value. It nas the atiribute ot being about tive years worth
of acceptance or ot generation at the time the system is in
full operation. I think the thing we wanted to do was provide
some latitude, some 2lexibility and not provide an alternate
for the repository. 1 would not mislead you. 'here is5 no
magie. It was purely a2 judgment tactor on our part.

COMMISSIONER Z2ECH: 1 appreciate the tact that you
don't want to inter that the MRS is going to take the place ot
the repository I think certainly non; ot us want to come to
that conclusion, certainly at this time.

It seems to me that the 15,000 tigure may or may not
be -- | guess you are calling it 2 judgment number. 1
appreciate the tact that you have to come up with some
capacity. what you are saying is it really is not a magic
number.

ME. RUSCHE: It is not.

COMMISSIONER ZECH: It could be changed up or down a
little bitY

MR. RUSCHE: It could, indeed.

COMMISSIONER ZECH: Or considerably?

MR, RUSCHE, In tact, Keith made the point that one
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6f the values of this kind ot storage system is that it is

modular, and it you need more, you make more. It{ you don’t
need it, you don’t make i1, I think very much like the
comment Commissioner EBernthal turned to, ot linkage. We would

think i! we were going to use more than 15,000 tons, it would
be important tor Congress to make 2 conscious chojce it that
is what we w;re going to do and that*'s the only value.

MHR. KLEIN: I also note that 1§,000 tons would
amount to about a2 three or tive year cushion at acceptance
rates ot about 3,000 tons per year. In the event of 2
repository delay, tor example, or something like that, that
would still 2llow us that sort ot cushion in terms ot
accepting tuel. )

COMMISSTIONER ZECH: ‘Thank you,

COMMISSTIONER ASSELSTINMNE: I had one or two others.
Why don‘t I let you go ahead and come back to mine.

CHATIRMAN PALLADIND: 1 have two more questions that
have not been %nswered so tar.

Does LOE intend to tollow all applicazble NRC
transportation regulations tor shipping commercial waste?

MR. RUSCHE: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That isn‘t all clear. It is
just one of the Statt comments.

MHR. RUSCHE: We plan to meet 211 regulations, NRC

regulations.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I can accept yes for an answer.

(Laughter . ,

CHATHMAN PALLADINO: Another question that I tound
was not discussed in the report, questions ot security, both
with regard to the tacility and transportation. 1 started ottt
by thinking ot the taeilily particularly,

MR. HRUSCHE: We did not attempt to conduct what 1
would call a2 licensing evaluation. We would expect we would
meet 211 the requirements that are related to sateguards,
security and to Part 72, and those related to transportation.
There may be others that we need to look at. I think that's
more an indication of the state ot the evolution of the
matter, rather than that we did not atteppt to make an
exhaustive statement 0f every item to be considered.

I would assure you that we will indeed give tull
consideration to and develop the necessary systems and
provisions.

CHATKRMAN PALLADINO: 1 think you have to decide what
1t is you are trying Lo protect 2gainst.

MR. RUSCHE: I'm sure you will help us on that.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We could also use help.

MR. RUSCHE: Perhaps we can work together.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Perhaps this is an item that
should be tactored in early in the design, because it may

intfluence --
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MH. RUSCHE:

torward to work closely with you.

CHATIHRMAN

PALLADINO. f

t

I could not agree more. We 1lo

hink thosa2 are the

623

ok

enly two

I have lett,. I guess 2 similar consideration would have to be

given to security and sabotage and transportation.

MHE. RUSCHE.: Yes, sir.

extent now.

CHATEMAN PALLADINO:

We take care ot tha

Sccurity, I should als

t to some

0 extend

to sateguards, even though thiz may not be the most attractive

material tor diversion,

MR. RUSCHE:

included sateguards and security.

CHAIEMAN PALLADINO:

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE:

it is not immune.

My comment a moment ago 1 beli

Thank you.

eve

1 think one of the biggast

concerns that people have expressed 2kbout the MRS, whether it

is people on the Hill or even some actuzlly within the

industry as well,

is what is the danger this would detract

trom succeeding in the repository program. I think your dratt

proposal ackncwledges that

potential problem.

1 would bg interested

is a perception and it is

a

in how you plan to try and

deal with that, both the perception and the reality,

it you

have 2 ma2jor eftort here, it is going to cost about s1

biliion, how are you going to make sure that eltor:

in any way detract

from the goal

1

think we 21] have,

does not

which is
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tiie successtul repository program, as well as *‘he permanent
solution?

MR. RUSCHE: ‘There may be severa! elements to wnhat
detraction means. Let me try to address a2 couple ot thenm.

One of them is whether it becomes 2 substitute {or
it.‘ The two statements we have already distcussed with respect
te linkage, an amount ot storage capacity, clearly are aimea
at providing assurance that the ftacility will not be
dauthorized, but congressionza) action per se, atitirmative
congressional action, would be required tor the tacility to
tunction as a substitute.

In tact, that is the same contidence, the same basis
that we have that we are going to have 2 repocsitory. In my
mind, that i3 about as good as you can do.

The other aspect ot detraction {is hcw do we manage
the operation with respect to manpower, contriactors and so
forth. There are two el2ments of that. We have committed to
the Congress that during this period ot review, we will
conduct no work in anticipation ot a congressional action,
that is a possible atfirmative congressional action, that we
will only remain availible and provide interaction with the
Congress until a2 decision is made.

There 15 no question about any diversion o! manpower
during this period. Should Congress zpprove the proposal, we

would be using ditterent contractors in diiterent places and
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ditterent circumstances. These would be in addition to what
we woare doing rather lhah 3 diversion or re-distribution ot
what we are doing.

A3 you recal) trom the financing standpoint, we a;e
obligated to annually review for Congress the tee adequacy by
estimating the total lite cycle cost and the revenue stream
that tlows trom the current one mi)l per kilowatt hour. That
report will go to Congress in the ﬁext six weeks or so. It
will show that based on the current circumstances, we still
have several years ol expectation ot tee adequacy, and it the
addition ot MRS were to c2all that into question, what we would
do is advance the time in which the revenue stream might not
be adequate, and we would, as law provides, ask Congress to
raise the tee. We do nol believe that would pe necessary
now. I think that provides aboutl 2s good a4 hasis a3 you can
that we would not divert manpower and thereby slow down or
otherwise compromise our internal eftort.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: One last question. I had
the opportunity last October to visit the Swedish spent tuel
storage tacility ! think you have‘visited it, too. It is a
very impressive facility. ! was wondering whether you
considered an option like that. Second, my recollection was
th}' both the capital cost to build it and the operating c2st,
tn terms o! number o! pedple involved, were substantially

lower than what you are talking about.
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[ wondered i{ you had Jcoked at bhoth -- they
ccmplained, by the way, about the costs. The utilities
thought the costs were excesszively high. 1 wonder ! ycocu hawve

looked at that option and how 1t compared with Qhat you have
in mind. It is underground and in granite.

MR. RUSCKE: We did look at {t. 11 you recail, and
beicore 1 arrived, I think Keith was involved, one o! the very
early things done under the Act was to conduet a design
analysis for MHY We looked at things in mountains, in holes,
wet, dry and so torth. That report was presented to Congress
about two years ago, miybe three yezrs ago.

MHR. KLEIN: It was about six moaths atter enactment,
about two years ago.

MR. RUSCHE:; We did look at several designs. At
that time, I'm not absolutely certain that CLAE was sort ot
racked up against a2 particular design. CLAE i3 also a2 lower
receipt rate and a lower storage capacity, as I recall.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes, about 10,000 metric
tons, 1 think, a totzl of $0 in 10,000 increments.

MR. RUSCHE: Right. I believe the receipt rate is
considerably lower than 3,000 tons per vyear.

COMMISS1ONER ASSELSTINE, It could be.

MR. RUSCHE: I think that receipt rate is under
1,000 tons per year. I think just to be pertectly !frank, it

15 probably cheaper to build something in Sweden thaa it is in
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the Unfted States tor 2 number ol reasons, which we could
spend the rest ot the atternoon on.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: VYes.

MR. RUSCHE; We could build the MRS cheaper than
this under other conditicns.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I reca2ll the price tag was
something like $300 million ftor the tacility.

MR. RUSCHE: I think it may be 2 little more than
that, but it is ot that order. That*‘s a capital cost. The
capital cost tor this tacility is about §s7200 million.

MR. KLEIN: They are not doing any packaging there
either. It is just being stored there.

MR. RHUSCHE: IVt is an impressive tacility.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSYWINE. Yes, it ;s; very nice.

CHAITRMAN PALLADINO: Any other questions?

COMMISSIONER Z2ECH: Just one quick one; 1
understand trom the Statt that they had been working very
closely with you in trying to keep up with the movement that
has been taking place in the MRS as well a2s the repository.
Could you just comment, are you keeping us entirely intormed
and are we getting what we need to know and is the Statt
working with you closely?

MHR. RUSCHYE: Commi;sioner, 1 think you would have to

make the judgment aboutl whether you are getting all you neecd

to know.
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COMMISSIONER 2LCH: I would tike to hear what you
have 1o savy.

MR RUSCHE: I think you are. You nave been very
considerate and ! think very cooperative, and I hope to have
an opportunity 1a another zhort period to have a2 more general
s#ssion in which we can talk about that. I can say without
reservation that the work between our two stait’s has been and
1 think continues to be 3 very‘e!tective and approprisate
interaction. As tar as I know, we do nol stand in any state
of deticit o! transter ot information either way. We are very
_gratetul for that.

Maybe next month when we have 2 chance o get
tegether, we can talk about what 1 think is some real progress
that we are making in a number of areas that have great
potential for the tulure.

CUMMISSIONER ZECR: That is good. I think it i3
important {(hat we do that. We are working on it together on a
very controversial issue, and it l; a2 very important issue
involving public health and satety. It does involve the best
judgments th;t we can make and you can make and other; can
make to help us in this regard.

Although we are talking dates in the ftuture, 1906,
1998, 2003, and so torth, time moves by fairly quickly. 1

think we 3hould not teel that we are not in some sensé ot

urgency, becausa I think v+ 1re, trankly. We cannot wait
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uatil the last minute to tace some o! the hard problems. !
hope we are tacing them now. It seems Lo me we are.

I think your briefly trankly has been very haelpluj
I appreciate the hard responsible work you are doing. I just
want to make sure that we are working very closeiy with you,
all doing everything we can to make sure that the public is
intormed, that the states are at least involved, evary bit as
we are and you are. 1 think it is important. 1 appreciate
the tact that you are involved in 3 very important endeavor,
and appreciate the brieting very much.

MR. RUDSCHE: Thank you, sir. We will continue to
work logetherz. We can' t do'it unless we are in that mode. 1
look torward to our next occasion to get tcgether. I believe
we will have some interesting things to talk about.

CHATRMAN PALLADINO: Let me make one cowmment. We as
A4 conmission have beiore us the comments ol the Statt and the
reccmmendations to go ahead and approve it, and we do have an
urgent request jrom DOE to act prumptly. I would encourage
Commissioners to give this matter attention and vote as soon
a3 possible.

MR. HRUSCHE: I would certazinly appreciate that. The
Secretary would join me, I kn;w, in being 2ble to notle the
Commission’'s prompt response, when we send the ﬁatter to
Congress

CAATRMAN PALLADINO: Once in a while, we like to set
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milestones .

MR . HUSCHE. And evan meet one.

LLaughter .}

MH. HUSCHE: We thank you and we dc appreciate the
opportunity ot visiting with yau this atterncon.

CHAITRMAN PALLADINO. Commissiaﬁer Bernthal had one
mare question, [ think.

CUMMISSTIONER BEXNTHAL: Just 2 quick one. ft wen't

take long. s low level waste a2 trivial consideration trom

this tacility or not? It is a big issue 2as you know right

now. Is it small?

MR. RUSCHE: We have indicated that low level waste
will be generated by the tacility, some ot which might bhe
incidental to the operations per se, will be a part ot the

packages that go to the repasitory. For example, hardware and

things like that which might come. Ordinarily, low level

operational wiste, we are obligated to dispose of in 2 low
level site, either ot our own or another one, but would be
tully licensed. It is not necessarily --

COMMISSIONER BEEHRNTHAL: It is not a2 very large
volume?

MR. RUSCHE: We do not expect it to be 2 large
volume generator, Hut it is not a matter that we can dismiss
a3 well.

COMMISSIONER EERNTHAL: Thank you.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: 1 would like to 25k tne
indulgence 0! everyone {in the rcom to bear with us fcor another
three minutes. 1 propose, alter thanking our presenters, and
commending them on their tine woik. I would like to adj)ourn
this meeting and immediztely convene what wa call an
affirmation discussion meeting. It is a pro torma meeting in
which we will vote on one item on the agenda and then
immediately adjourn, and then we czn all leave.

Let me go to my tirst task, pleasant task. We very

much a2ppreciaste your coming and making this presentation to

us . I think it has been helptul. You have been very
torthright in answering our questions. We commend you for the
tine work you have been doing in this area. Thank you very
mugh.

We will adj)journ.
" [(Whereupon, at 3:50 p.m., the Commission meeting was

idjourned. ]
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MRS PROPOSAL

Approve construction at the Clinch River site (Oak Ridge,
Tennessee)

Limit storage to 15,000 MTU

Preclude waste acceptance until a construction authorization
for a first repository is received from the NRC

Direct measures to be responsive to State and local government
concerns and recommendations as specifically outlined

Direct implementation of the program plan submitted as part of
the proposal |
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Storage Asea Receiving and Hand!ing Building

Standby Generator Bldg

Gatshouse

Fwestation

Prolected Area
Gatshouse

Administration
Secunty T

Vehicle Maintenance
Bidg

N d‘_COHCEPt"«?‘ drawing of the M"S f.?cility. he principal structure would be the receiving-and-
andling bulldln?. The ~torage area is shown to contoin a row of upright sealed concrete casks as
well 3s some horizonlally stored dual-purpnse cashs,
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@ Carrier Unloading

@ Cask Unloading
@ Consolidation

@ Canistering

@ Lag Storage

@ Packaging

@ Transter o Storsge )
Empty Cask/Repository Shipment

Cutaway view of the receiving-and-handling building and the principal
uperations that wouly be performed there.
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The preferred storage concept for “he 175 F3cilesy:
monitored surface storage in larje secaled c:ncre%e Cisks.
Cach cask would house several spent-fuel canisters; it woul?
Fe 72 feet high and 12 feet in Jdiareter. ~he “emperature

probe and the air-sampling tube would allow continusus
monitoring.
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Schedule for the design, construction, and operation of the MRS facility.




o e e e e e N, R NS EE R YR NS W e S B P e e . ——— e e e B EMY BT e S mw AW - ———— -

9/35
TRANSMITTAL TO: /Z / Document Control Desk, 016 Phillips
AWVANCED corY T0: /7 The Public Document Roam
DATE: [— 2A1- 56 cc: CoR
FROM: SECY OPS BRANCH %%tgﬁgj
- papers)

Attached are copies of a Commission meeting transcript(s) and related meeting
document (s) . They are being forwarded for entry on the Daily Accession List

and placcement in the Public Document Roam. No other distribution is requested
or required. [Existing DCS identification numbers are listed on the individual

documents wherever known.

Mceting Title: Bme_—ﬁv;.,\ \oq‘ DNoE  on }J\ov\..\_‘k‘_mca“ Retrienabl

%"of (V. H

Mceting Date: l,&": ke
¥ \
Itom Description:

1. TRANSCRIPT

. ____ When checked, DCS should serd a
copy of this transcript to the
LPDR for:

2. B(‘.K‘Ft;xm MRS -rt.;pos-.l to C"'qlfci's

(PDR is advanced one copy of each document,

two of each SECY paper.)

Copies
Advanced

To _PDR

1

* % % % % ¥ % B * R ¥ % % % % % ¥ * R % F % % % % % ¥ % %

Open X Closed

DCS Copies
(1 of each checked)
Original May Duplicate s
Pocument be Dup* Copy*

1

|
|
|

*Verify if in DCS, ard
Change to "PDR Availabie."

AR R PR TR E AR AR AR EARY LA RAREARY LAY HERSRRRSRRALR YRR A0 ANAAD

ﬂmmm’mmwmmmmmmmmmmmmmm\mmmmmmmnmmmmnmmm

L R

i



