NUREG/CP-0003

Conference Froceed.ngs for

CTATE WORKSHOPS FOR REVIEW OF
THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION’S
DECOMMISSIONING POLICY

September 18-30, 1978
Philadelphia, PA; Atlanta, GA; Albuquerque, NM

5 RGN
(\"" W WA
@“Q))‘Q@“ﬂ\ o

Office of

Standards Development
United States Office of
Nuclear Regulatory Commission State Programs

720123035



Available from
National Technical Information Service
Springfield, Virginia 22161
Price: Printed Copy»12.50; Microfiche $3.00

The price of this document for requesters outside
of the North American Continent can be obtained
from the National Technical Information Service.




NUREG/CP-0003

Conference Proceedings for

STATE WORKSHOPS FOR REVIEW OF
THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION’'S
DECOMMISSIONING POLICY

September 18-30, 1978
Philadelphia, PA; Atlanta, GA; Albuquerque, NM

Manuscript Compieted: September 1978
Date Published: December 1978

Office of Standards Development
Office of State Programs
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 205556

December 15. 1978

Note to workshop participants ani observers:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is committed to cooperating
with the States in carrying out its regulatory authority. At
the initiation of our major effort on improving the NRC decom-
missioning posture we wanted to make sure that State views were
heard and given proper weight and consideration. Many of you
came to the September workshops with a willingness to contribute
to that decisionmaking process.

You have contributed in a substantial way to the decision process.
A revision to the reevaluation of NRC's current decommissioning
policy has been published (NUREG-0436/Rev. 1).

For your willingness to help please accept our thanks. We will
return to you for more of the same in September 1979.

Sincergely,
p )
,/Z.r ot /

Robert M. Bernero
Assistant Director

for Material Safety Standards
Office of Standards

Assistant'Dir tor
for Program Development
Office of State Programs
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Preface

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is developing a more explicit
overall policy for nuclear facility deconmissioning anu amending current
regulations 10 CFR, Parts 20, 40, 50, and 70. The proposed plan for
developing the new policy was presented in NUREG-0436; "Pian for Re-
evaluation of NRC Policy on Decommissioning of Nuclear Facilities," March
1978.

To provide for State comment, the NRC Offices of Standards Development
and State Programs conducted three workshops in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania;
Atlanta, Georgia; and Albuquerque, New Mexico between September 18 and
September 30, 1978. In addition to discussing the proposed Plan, summaries
of the first two decommiscioning reports, "Technology, Safety, and Costs
of Decommissioning a Reference Nuclear Fusl Reprocessing Plant" (NUREG-0278)
and "Technology, Safety, and Costs of Decommissioning a Reference Pressure
Water Reactor" (NUREG-CR-0130) were presented and relevant comments and/or
questions solicited. Attendees included representatives of State execu-
tive departments, legislative leaders, and public utility chairmen or
their representatives. Representatives from the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), and the Nuclear
Reqgulatory Commission (NRC) were available to answer inquiries. A large
number of observers, predominantly from industry, were also present. Back-
ground data were provided to attending officia s prior to the workshops.

In each workshop, participants were divided into heterogeneous groups
to facilitate discussion of the presentations. A list of 14 questions was
given to each group to provide guidance for discussions. At the close of
discussion, group chairmen prepared a report of their group's conclusions.
These reports were then reviewed and edited by the groups at large and
the final versions were presented to the workshop by the chairmen. Pre-
pared statements were then accepted for presentation.

This report contains the workshop proceedings as edited by the NRC
and SCS Engineers, Reston, Virginia.
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QUESTIONS ADDRESSED BY WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS

10.
n.

12.

13.
14,

Do the States have an acceptable role in the plan?

Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right
facilities, in considering the real alternatives?

Should the plan be modified? How?

Should detailed decommissioring plans be required
prior to the issuance of license?

Is delay in decommissioning justified to save money? --
to reduce radiation exposure?

Is permanent entombment of nuclear facilities an
acceptable method of decommissioning?

Should decommissioning criteria extend to buildings,
structures and components which are not contaminated
with radicactive materials?

Can cleanrup criteria be developed by the Federal
Government with State advice so that all can endorse
and follow them?

Is a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual

after cleanup an acceptable basis for site release?
What other basis would you recommend?

Who should pay for decommissioning?

Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed
by Federal or by State authorities?

- When?

Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during
facility 1ife to pay for deconmissioning?

Who should hold the funds if they are accumulated?

How can uncertainties in cost or contingencies be
covered?

- By extra money ... accrual for each facility?

- By extra money into a general fund?

- State or Federal?




PHILADELPHIA - Green Group - Miriam Butterworth, Chairman

Questions

1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in 'the plan'?"
Suggestion - mere State officers should be contacted to urge
participation.

The group indicated that all other answers to the remaining thirteen
questions implied that the States would have an acceptable role in "the
plan" if recommendations below were followed.

2. "Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alternatives?”

3. "Should the plan be modified? How?"
The group dealt with questions ¢ and 3 together.
Suggestion - We feel that r search should be done on the further life
of these plants as opposed to automatic decommissioning.

The majority of the group did not feel competent to evaluate the reports.
Some thought the reports were not adequate because they were not site-
specific. The group did feel, however, that the right facilities were
studied as far as reactors were concerned.

The greup stated that other technologies (i.e., fusion, breeders) should
be studied. Also, oth:r agencies (EPA, DOE, etc.) should be involved in

the technical aspects of the reports.

4. "Should detailed decommissioning plans be required prior to th:
issuance of license?"

The group separated this question intc two questions:



(a) Should NRC set guidelines for decommissioning and see that
these guidelines are implemented?

The majority of the group answered "yes" with the minority stating that
the State should be the primary party responsible for development and
implementation.

(b) Should NRC demand site-specific plans for decommissioning at
the time of licensing?

The majority of the group answered "yes" for construction licensing with
a minority stating that generic plans should be utilized.

Note: After the decommissioning guidelines have been issued by NRC,
operating plants that do not yet have a site-specific decommis-
sioning plan should be required to submit a plan to the NRC for
approval within a reasonable time perizd.

5. "Is Jdelay in decommissioning justified to save money? -- to
reduce radiation exposure?"

The group thought it did not have sufficient information to make a decision
based on health aspects. Furthermore, if dismantlement is preferred, it
should be accomplished within 30 years unless financial mechanisms are
inadequate for the long term, in which case it should be done immediately.

6. "Is permanent entombment of nuclear facilities an acceptable method
of decoomissioning?"

The group did not support permanent crtombment. Further technical in-
formation on this subject is needed.

7. "Should decommissioning criteria extend to buildings, structures



and components which are not contaminated with radioactive materials?”
The group decided tict NRC should have no responsibility in this area.

8. "Can cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal government with
State advice so that all can endorse and follow them?"

The question, as stated, was not clearly presented. However, the group did
agrec that the Federal government could develop cleanup criteria with the
State participating in the decisions; but would they be worth it?

9. “Is a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual after cleanup
an acceptable basis for site release? What other basis would you
recommend?”

The changing definition of the effect of a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr
caused the group to question this basis. The group thought that the accept-
able basis for site release after cleanup should be related to a risk assess-
ment. Among other areas of investigation, NRC should consider thz . _/

New York study of this issue and studies made by other agencies with respect
to West Valley.

10. "Who should pay for decommissioning?"

The group supported the concept that those who benefit (the users) should
pay the cost of decommissioning. However, when decommissioning costs have
not yet been collected for a facility which has already operated for a sub-
stantial part of its useful life, it was felt by some that it is not equit-
able to charge present or future users over the remaining life of the plant
for all of the previously uncollected nortion of the costs. The Federal
government might consider picking up part o7 these costs under certain
circumstances.



11. "Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by Federal
or by State authorities? When?"

The group supported the concept of the State imposing the financial
responsibility requirements under Federal guidelines. Trese requirements
should be imposed when all new nuclear plants are brought on line and for
all old plants prorated cver the remaining life of the plant. However,

on second thought, the group expressed concern that given this decision,
there is no real requirement that any financiil plan be implemented. There-
fore further discussion is necessary on how early collection of funds for
decommissioning can be achieved.

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during
facility life to pay for decommissioning?"

The group decided that the safest method was to have the funds collected
in advance, although accumulation during facility 1ife is the more practical.
A combination of the two methods may be the best alternative.

13. "“Who should hold the funds if they are accumulated?"

A predominant view was that funds should be held by the State. The group
offered the following options:

irravncable trust

security bonds

controller

independent commission

depreciation account within the utility

Note: If States do hold funds, what about interstate cases? States can't
reguiate interstate commerce. This problem requires a solution;
Federal authority may be the answer.



Further concern about treatment by IRS of collec:ed funds was
discussed by the group.

14. "How can uncertainties in cost or contingencies be covered?

- By extra money in accrual for each facility?
- By extra money into a general fund?
- State or Federal?”

In response to uncertainties in cost or contingencies, the group suggested
frequent evaluation (approximately every 5 years) of the technical decommis-
sioning plan required by NRC and a periodic reevaluation of the financial
plan performed by the responsibie government entities.

The group answered "no" to parts (a) and (b) of the question, and thought
the State should have the authority under Federal guidelines.

Note: Some uncertainties could be covered by a contingency fund that
would have to be participated in more widely than by a single
utility or State.

Additional questions raised by the Group

(1) Who should handle the nonregulated nuclear areas, and in particular,
who should deal with financial responsibility? Possible considera-
tion may be given to the question in the licensing and funding of
these facilities.

(2) wWhat if an accident closes the facility prematureiy? Would insurance
compensation be applicable and sufficient to cover increased costs?
Contingency fund of some sort on a regional or Federal basis might
be possible.

(3) What if the plant is shut down after 10 years but funds for decommis-
sioning were planned to be collected for 30 years? Do future customers

pay the cost even though they get no benefits?
David Bauer, Rapporteur



PHILADELFHIA - Yellow Group - Sherwood Davies, Chairman

Preface

In order to reply to the questions posed by the NRC plan for decommis-
sioning, a number of assumptions or restrictions were developed. The
replies to the questions deal only with nuclear power generating and repro-
cessing facilities. Further, they are directed toward plants not yet in
operation. The question was posed as to whether the decommissioning funding
and cleanup criteria should be applicable to existing licensed facilities.
The group felt that in this case the criteria should be applied by
the States on a site-specific basis and that present considerations need to
be examined in each case.

Another major question concerned the form that the developed criteria
would take. Here we specifically request that the NRC decide whether it
is more appropriate to specify acceptable methods of decommissioning in a
regulation or a regulatory guide.

Inasmuch as the complete dismantlement of nuclear facilities is con-
tingent upon waste disposal (both high- and low-level), it was a group con-
sensus that this issue be resolved and further,it is suggested that NRC hold
similar workshops on the issue of high- and low-level waste disposal.

Questions

1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in the plan?"

The group consensus was that States do have a signifcant role in the plan
presented by NRC. It should be understood that the group did not
acquiesce nor pass upon the appropriateness of NRC's position in its con-
sideration of those matters set forth in the plan. There was a feeling
that further delineations of the legal responsibilities of Federal, State
and local agencies was needed. The conclusion was that States should have
a continuing role in development of a decommissioning nlan and particular
recognition should be given to municipal and local concerns.



2. "Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alternatives?"

In »elation to the technical reports presented, questions arose as to
whether the reported figures were realistic. The group felt that a range
of costs should be identified and the assumptions used in determining costs
should be clearly set forth, including variables associated with specific
sites. It was also pointed out that the cost of decomnmissioning should be
identified as a factor in the overall financial profile of the plant.

3. "Should the plan be modified? How?"

In formulation of a decomnmissioning plan, it was felt that NRC should act
as a coordinating body incorporating appropriate guidance from all Federal
agencies having a jurisdictional role in decommissioning.

4. "Should detailed decommissioning plans be required prior to the
issuance of license?"

It was the group's consensus that deconmissioning plans be required prior
to the issuance of a license. The detailed plans should assure coverage of
costs for the various modes of deconmissioning assuming best available
technology and include periodic review and update to include technological
advance.

5. "Is delay in decommissioning justified to save money? -- to reduce
radiation exposure?"”

The delay in decomissioning of a facility to save money should be a consid-
eration of the appropriate State regulatory agency. Further, costs

hinge on site-specific considerations and for this reason, generic rule-making
procedures may not be applicable.

A delay in decommissioning in order to reduce radiation exposure may be



justified providing the cost per person-rem is not disproportionate to
the acceptable norm.

6. "Is permanent entombment of nuclear facilities an acceptable method
of deconmissioning?"

Based upon present technology, the group felt that the permanent entomb-
ment of nuclear facilities is an unacceptable method of decommissioning.
Entombment is considered inferior to temporary safe storage procedure under
present technology. "
7. "Should decommissioning criteria extend to buildings, structures

and components which are not contaminated with radioactive materials?"

The group was not able to reach consensus on the extension of decommissioning
criteria to non-radioactively contaminated structures and materials. Two
opposing views were expressed. The first being that inasmuch as the U.S.

NRC evaluates all aspects of the facility for licensing purposes that they
should accordingly establish criteria for this decommissioning. The other
view, which appeared to be the majority view, was that these criteria should
be the responsibility of the State or regulatory agency.

8. "Can cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal government with
State advice so that all can endorse and follow them?"

It was the group consensus that criteria can be developed by the Federal
government in cooperation with State governments so that they will be
mutually acceptable.

9. "Is a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual after cleanup
an acceptable basis for site release? What other basis would you

recommend?"

If a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr, above background, to an individual



following cleanup is achievable on a cost-effe.tive basis for site release
providing that the 1 mrem/yr not b2 exceeded under any land use conditions,
then the group felt that this is an acceptable limit.

10. "Who should pay for decommissioning?"

It was a group consensus that decommissioning costs be borne by the consumer
as reflected by rates charged by the operating utility.

11. "Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by Federal
or'by State authorities? When?"

Financial responsibility requirements should be imposed by State authorities
with minimum technical standards and guidelines for decommissioning provided
by NRC.

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during facility
life to pay for decoomissioning?”

The majority opinion was that funds should be accumulated during the life
of the facility. Furthermore there should be some innovative approaches to
decommissioning funding such as: including deconmissioning costs as a
normal capital expenditure in building the plant, utility pooling of funds,
and pool insurance. A minority opinion was expressed that funds for de-
commissioning be set aside prior to the start-up of any new facility.

13. "Who should hold the funds if they are accumulated?”
14. "How can uncertainties in cost or contingencies be covered?"

In response to the issues raised in questions 13 and 14, the group felt that
they could not adequately cover all the ramifications that these questions

impose; rather the alternatives should be considered by the State at the
time the plants are put into operation.

Nancy Nicholas, Rapporteur
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PHILADELPHIA - Blue Group - Hon. Steven VY. Sklar, Chairman

The members of the Blue Group would like to commend the NRC for their
foresight and initiative in actively soliciting input from State personnel
during their review of the NRC's policies on deconmissioning. Their interest
confirms the current State view that the NRC is genuinely concerned with
obtaining outside opinions when formulating regulatory decisions.

Summary

In general the Blue Group would like to see an overail data base con-
taining information on financial alternatives, decommissioning methods,
minimum standards costs, etc. developed by NRC for use by the States in
making their decisions. The group felt strongly that the NRC adopt regu-
lations based entirely on health. safety and technical considerations with
the States held responsible for decisions involving financial, political and
social considerations.

Questions

1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in the plan?"
3. "Should the plan be modified? How?"

The Blue Group agreed that the NRC plan was acceptable from a procedural
point of view in that it allowed sufficient opportunity for outside input,
appeared to follow a reusonable schedule and included nearly all relevant
topics.

However, the group did not agree that the plan provides sufficient juris-
dictional direction in defining the States' roles in the decommissioning
process, or in defining those points where Federal/State and concurrent
jurisdiction overlap or how jurisdictions are distributed between the
State and Federal governments.

The group recommends that the NRC identify, for further discussion: those

N



junctures in decommissioning plans that will have Federal, State and
concurrent jurisdiction implications, what areas of jurisdiction overlap,
and who will be responsible for standards establishment.

2. "Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alternatives?"

The group generally accepted the technical reports from Battelle, but

did question the reliability and validity of the data used, the sources of
information consulted, the assumptions formulated and the generic appli-
cability of the data presented. The group agreed that the NRC should
develop cost data that is applicable to current designs.

4. "Should detailed decommissioning plans be required prior to the
issuance of license?"

The group felt that detailed decommissioning plans developed prior to
licensing would become outdated before a plant nears the end of its
operating life. The group recommends that no prelicensing detailed de-
commissioning plan be required.

However, the group does recommend that NRC develop accurate generic cost
estimates for acceptable methods (to NRC) of decommissioning to be used
in the plant design and license preparation stages.

The group also recommends that the States and utility be responsible

for choosing a mode of decommissioning from alternatives acceptable to

NRC and be responsible fer choosing financial alternatives and arrangements.

5. "1s delay in decommissioning justified to save money? -- to reduce
radiation exposure?"”

Delaying decormissioning may be justified; however, the ultimate decision

12



should be made by the utility and the State on a case-by-case basis taking
into consideration reduction in radiation, land-use problems, and the public
health and safety. The delays should also be limited to a specified period
of time.

<. "Is permanent entombment of nuclear facilities an acceptable method
of deconmissioning?"

Although a consensus could not be reached on whether or not to totally
ban permanent entombment, the group did decide to recommend that NRC
develop guidelines for acceptable decommissioning methods based entirely
on technical and safety considerations. Questions regarding financial,
social and political acceptability should be left up to the State using
data provided by NRC.

7. "Should decommissioning criteria extend to building, structures
and components which are not contaminated with radioactive materials?”

NRC should Took at nuclear facilities from a radiation health and safety
viewpoint and not concern itself with non-contaminated facilities.

8. "Can cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal government with
State advice so that all can endorse and fcllow them?"

The group reworded the question to read, "How can standards be developed
by the Federal government so that all States can endorse and follow them?",
and made the following recommendations:

e State radiation control officers, environmental protection
agencies and other relevant State personnel supply input to
the decision making process.

® NRC develop minimum standards for releasing a site for un-
restricted use but allow the States the flexibility to make
stricter standards.

13



e Input from the States be encouraged well before development
of initial draft documents.

9. "Is a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual after
cleanup an acceptable basis for site release? What other basis
would you recommend?"

The group recognizes the fact that this standard should be set by the
EPA, not the NRC, but in any event recommends that a strong rationale for
choosing any standard be developed. The group agreed that 1 mrem/yr is
sufficiently restrictive and may be too restrictive.

10. "Who should pay for decommissioning?”

11. "Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by Federal
or by State authorities? When?"

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during
facility life to pay for decommissioning?"

13. "Who should hold the funds if they are accumulated?”

14. "How can uncertainties in cost or contingencies be covered?"

The Blue group treated questions 10-14 as one subject area and made the
following recommendations:

e The current NRC practice of requiring demonstration of the
financial capability of the applicant before issuance of an
operating license should be applied to all power plant and
fuel cycle facilities.

e Current users should pay the costs of deconmissioning a
nuclear reactor with States determining the collection method.

14



Operators should pay the costs of decomnmissioning a fuel
cycle facility with funds collected from customers.

States should have general jurisuiction over nuclear
reactors and naterial licensees that are in Agreement
States; otherwise, NRC should have jurisdiction.

NRC should have jurisdiction over fuel cycle facilities
and require operators to have surety arrangements to pay
the costs of deconmissioning should the operators default.
The Federal government should exempt States from liability
for decommissioning fuel cycle facilities.

The Federal government should be financially responsible as a
last resort in deconmissioning a fuel cycle facility.

Peter J. Kendrick, Rapporteur
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ATLANTA - Green Group - Hon. Bf11 Tauzin, Chairman

Preface

The views expressed in this report, with one exception, represent the
personal views of the participants, and not necessarily those of the
entities they represent.

The Green Group suggests that these comments be passed by NRC on to
the U.S. Congress.

The Green Group also commends its Chairman for his leadership and for
the efficient and expeditious manner with which he conducted the meeting.

Questions

1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in the plan?”

The States do have a good forum for commenting on the decommissioning plan,
but follow-up is needed in writing to NRC from the State participants.

Many attendees at this meeting did not have enough time to prepare; in the
future all participants in the same State should be notified of others in-
volved so all can discuss the issues together before attending the workshops.

2. "Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alternatives?”

The technical reports are adequate in technical areas covered; however,
reports on entombment and mothballing should alsoc be considered and addi-
tional studies on other and varied sites (including multiple reactor sites)
should be conducted and considered in updating the workshop results. Never-
theless, a decommissioning plan should be developed as soon as practical
subject to updating as new information is made available. The group did

not feel that the reports were adequate in the firnancial area, particularly
in the non-power cases and express reservations about answering financial
questions.

16



3. "Should the plan be modified? How?"

Regarding a modification to the plan, it would be a good idea to have a
preliminary meeting in each State before coming to NRC meetings. It is
desirable to have written comments submitted before the June 1979 meeting,
probably in January. The NRC liaison officer in each State could be used
to coordinate pre-workshop discussions.

Additionally, it may be helpful to devote a portion of the workshop to
meetings, each consisting of the participants in the following three areas:
technical, legal, and political. This should not preclude other meetings
of the participants grouped as they were for this workshop.

3a. The Green Group added the following consideration:

Once the Federal Health and Safety criteria are established, the States
should have authority to decide which mode of decommissioning of facilities
within that State should be used consistent with those criteria.

4. "Should detailed decommissioning plans be required prior to the
issuance of license?"

Detailed plans are impractical, but some plans are needed in order to
establish financial responsibility. States ought to review the plans, with
concurrence by the Federal government, to establish the financial capability

of the applicant.

5. "Is delay in deconmissioning justified to save money? -- to reduce
radiation exposure?"

There is not enough information to determine if a delay in deconmissioning
is justified to save money. It ought to be examined on a case-by-case basis.

A delay may be justified to reduce radiation exposure.

17



Since there are no approved disposal plans, there may be no other alterna-
{ives to delay.

6. "Is permanent entombment of nuclear facilities an acceptable method
>f decommissioning?”

Permanent entombment of nuclear facilities should bz kept as a viable
alternative as long as it meets local and national health and safety standards.

7. "Should decommissioning criteria extend to buildings, structures and
components which are not contaminated with radiocactive materials?”

Buildings, structures and components which are not contaminated should be

of no concern to the NRC. Appropriate State and local authorities should be
left to deal with these structures in accordance with their own laws and
poiicies. In many cases it is expected that these structures may see
alternate vaiuable uses once the facility is released.

8. "Can cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal government with State
advice so that all can endorse and follow them?"

Federal cleanup criteria are needed and should be developed and followed.
Standards within those criteria should be somewhat flexible. It is assumed
that no criteria will be eiidorsed by all.

9. "Is a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual after cleanup
an acceptable basis for site release? What other basis would you
recommend?"

A maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual is unrealistically in-
significant. A nationally acceptable and reasonable maximum dose rate
should, however, be established with the States' right to require a
stricter standard. A minority of two took the position that the maximum
dose rate should be set on a site-by-site basis considering all the

18



specifics of the given site, including preexisting background radiation
levels.

10. "Who should pay for decommissioning?"

For power companies, decommissioning costs should be paid by the rate
payers who benefit from the facility, all as set by the appropriate utility
rate regulators. For non-power companies, decommissioning costs should

be paid by the facility owner (who, it is assumed, would pass this cost on
to his customers). In both cases, periodic adjustments should be made to
meet the realities of the economics and new or developing technology.

11. "Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by Federal
or by State authorities? When?"

For power companies, the utility rate regulators should impose the

financial responsibility requirements at the time the rates are set to
permit collection from rate payers. For non-power facilities, the licensing
authority should impose those requirements at the time of the licensing.

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during facility
life to pay for deconmissioning?"

For power companies, the rate payers should pay over the life of the
facility and annual set asides or accountings should be made by the utility
company. For non-power facilities, advance bond or surety or some advance
deposit with periodic payments should be required with emphasis on flexi-
bility, keeping capital dollars in circulation and with care to avoid
disincentives to investment and anti-competitive treatment.

13. "Who should hold the funds if they are accumulated?"
For power companies, the company should be permitted to invest its decom-

mission accumulations under the periodic monitoring supervision of the

19



utility rate regulatory agency. For non-power companies the licensing
authority should prescribe the method of investment and supervision, with
emphasis again on flexibility.

Caveat
The IRS regulations which treat decommissioning accumulations and
associated interest as taxable income should be changed.

14. "How can uncertainties in cost or contingencies be covered?

- By extra money in accrual for each facility?
- By extra money into a general fund?
- State or Federal?"

For power companies the periodic review by the utility rate regulatory
agencies should be sufficient. For non-power companies, the State or
Federal government should consider the establishment of risk pools over
and above accumulated decommissioning funds, or face the option of meeting
these contingencies from their own general funds.

Peter Cannon, Rapporteur
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ATLANTA - Yellow Group - Charles Hardin, Chairman

Preface

The Yellow workshop discussecd all fourteen questions posed by the NRC.
In addition to these fourteen, two additional questions were considered.
These additional questions were:

1. What are acceptable contamination limits, especially in soil?
2. What are acceptable limits for unrestricted release to the public?

These two additional questions were considered, but they were not
discussed in detail since it was decided that there wasn't sufficient in-
formation available at this meeting to make a decision on limits.

The following are the recommendations of the Yellow workshop for each
of the fourteen questions discussed. Where there were minority opinions
that differ from the recommendations, they are identified. If no differing
opinions are identified, the recommendation represents the consensus of the
group.

Questions

1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in the pian?"

The group felt that to accurately answer this question ihat NRC should have
identified the role of States in the plan. Then States could discuss the
acceptability of their role in the plan. However, the group thought that if
States do have a role, it is in the following areas:

a. The group strongly felt that the States shouid be involved with
the NRC and the licensee at the very beginning when decisions are
being made on decommissioning a facility.

b. At the point when fuel assemblies have been removed from a nuclear
power plant, and it, therefore, is no longer a production facility,
the State, if an Agreement State, and if the State chooses, may
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have a role of licensing and regulating the possession of residual
radioactive materials in the decommissioning phase.

c. Due to various statutory requirements of States, such as siting,
identification of aquifers, environmental limits, etc., the
States have a role in decommissioning to assure that these
statutes are being followed.

d. The State must have a role in the inspection and monitoring of
the facility prior to release for unrestricted release to
assure public health and safety.

2. "Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alternatives?"

The group felt a need for a total master plan for decommissioning, with
qualified assumptions, which is tied in with a high- and low-level waste
disposal study and a transportation study. Furthermore, the group thought
a study of the possibilities to convert the decommissioned facility to
another type of facility was needed.

3. "Should the plan be modified? How?"

The group decided its answers and comments to questions 1 and 2 indicate
some areas of modification. The group noted in the background paper sub-
mitted to the participants for this meeting had the term "urgency" wifh
respect to the need for a decoomissioning policy; however, this urgency

is not reflected in the plan nor the technical reports. Due to identified
need of nuclear power plants and the question of financial responsibility
in the early process of licensing, the group supports the urgency of
estabiishing a national decommissioning policy as part of an overall
nuclear policy.

4. "Should detailed decommissioning plans be required prior to the
issuance of license?"
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The group felt that a general decommissioning plan be identified and
required prior to issuance of a license and that the general plan use

as a reference the generic plans being developed by NRC for decommissioning.
The group also thought the general plan should not relate to the financial
plan. A financial plan should be a detailed plan identifying financial
responsibility for decommissioning by the licensee.

5. "Is delay in decommissioning justified to save money? -- to reduce
radiation exposure?"

The group decided that to answer this question, the word "decommissioning"
should be changed to "dismantling or permanent status." Bzsed on these
new words, the group felt that there was not sufficient data relating to
the cost vs. dosa reduction over several years of postulated delay for
application of the ALARA principal, and therefore could not make a decision
on the value of delay vs. no delay.

The group did, however, identify that early dismantlement not only would
be a financial savings, but would also relieve the emotional strain on
the public of leaving a contaminated facility for several years in their
vicinity.

6. "Is permanent entombment of nuclear facilities an acceptable method
of deconmissioning?"

The group answered this question by discussing the risk associated with
entombment and feit that if the entombment would . .tlive the public health
risk from the radioactive residual, then permanent entombment was an
acceptabie method. However, if the public health risk would outlive the
entombment then permanent entombment is not an acceptable method.

7. "Should d2commissioning criteria extend to buildings, structures
and components which are not contaminated with radioactive materials?"
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The group did not feel that the NRC had the authority or responsibility

to be involved with non-radiological matters, and that decommissioning
criteria should not be extended to buildings, structures and components
which are not contaminated with radioactive materials, but that the States
and local authorities should regulate this type activity. In addition,
some of the group requested that NRC submit data on the level of contamina-
tion or negative findings of these buildings to insure they are "clean.”

8. "“Can cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal government with
State advice so that all can endorse and follow them?"

The workshop supports the concept of uniformity in criteria (standards)
but feels that the practicality of these criteria being reached by fifty
or more entities without one dissenting vote, would be difficult.

9. "Is a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual aft. cleanup
an acceptable basis for site release? What other basis would you
recommend?"

The group is willing to accept the maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr as an
acceptable standard but feels a range is more appropriate. The 1 mrem/yr
is a difficult level to measure; therefore, the group suggests that a
range be considered with a minimum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr and 5 mrem/yr
the maximum dose rate. If this range is adopted, every effort should be
made to achieve the 1 mrem/yr (The ALARA concept).

10. "Who should pay for decommissioning?”

The group felt the beneficiaries of the service of that facility should
pay for decommissioning.

11. "Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by Federal
or by State authorities? When?"
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The consensus of the group is that the appropriate State agency, in addition
to the Federal governmen’, should have responsibility to require and impose
financial responsibility on rthe facility. This financial responsibility
should be in evidence prior to receipt of whatever license or permit the
facility must receive from the licensing State agency where appropriate.

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during facility
life to pay for decommissioning?"

For facilities with substantial financial base and where financial status

is evaluated annually; e.g., nuclear power facilities, assurance of responsi-
bility is adequate to obtain an operating license. However, the accumulation
of funds for decommissioning should occur durino the facility's life.

For othe-~ facilities, with a less substantial financial base and whose
financial status is not evaluated annually, the licensee should be required
to set aside funds for decommissioning in advance, either through a bond or
by othe: methods.

13. "Who should hold the funds if they are accumulated?"

It was the consensus of the group that State agencies should hold funds in
trust. Further, the group felt that the funds should be earmarked by the
appropriate agency for specific expenditures associated with decommissioning
the specific facility that generated the fund.

Minority Position to Yellow Group's Response to Question 13: The position

of the Yellow Group concerning the escrowing of funds accumulated for decommis-
sioning of nuclear facilities does not consider the financial impact on

the consumers who are receiving the benefit of the facility. In the case

of a public utility, this position will result in a larger revenue require-
ment from customers since the funds accumulated in escrow will be "after

tax" dollars and any earnings on the escrowed funds will also be taxed.
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The appropriate State agency should review each licensee on a case-by-case’
basis and based on the financial integrity of the licensee, determine the
appropriate method of assuring the financial ability to carry out decom-
missioning which results in the best utilization of accumulated funds and
lowest possible revenue requirement to the consumers.

14  "How can uncertainties in cost or contingencies be covered?
- By extra money in accrual for each facility?

- By extra money into a general fund?
- State or Federal?"

The consensus of the group was that the uncertainties in cost or contingencies
be covered by accrual by the facility with frequent (possibly annual) evalua-
tion by the regulatory agency of the adequacy of the contingency funds.

Donald Shilesky, ScD, Rapporteur




ATLANTA - Blue Group - Heyward Shealy, Chairman

Questions

1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in the plan?"

The format of these workshops is a good approach to getting State input.
State role in the Plan (NUREG - 0436) appears adequate. Participants
reserved judgment on the adequacy of the outcome of the Plan pending
further progress.

2. "Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alternatives?"

In the future, materials to be discussed should be provided in advance to
allow for more complete study. u-oup consensus was that the two reports
discussed generally "appeared" technically adequate based on limited review

in the time available. However, reservations were expressed concerning the
adequacy of the cost estimates, particularly in considering sensitivity to
various factors (i.e., labor rates, inflation, etc.) and tax consequences

of available mechanisms tor collecting the money required for decommissioning.

3. "Should the plan be modified? How?"

Answers to questions 1 and 2 apply. In particular, cost sensitivity, tax
consequences and energy costs need further consideration.

4. "Should detailed decommissioning plans be required prior to the
issuance of license?"

No. Generically applicable technical plans should be sufficient for the
two types of facilities studied to cdate, and probably for all other
licensees as well. Such plans should be required prior to licensing.

5. "Is delay in decommissioning justified to save money? To reduce
radiation exposure?”
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Consensus was reached that other issues would probably control the decision
on what type of decoomissioning was appropriate and when it should be
implemented. In any case, the group had no objection to delaying dismantling
or permanent entombment to reduce cost and/or exposure.

6. "Is permanent entombment of nuclear facilities an acceptable method
of decommissioning?"

Consensus was reached that this s ould be a State decision, and that
entombment might be acceptable in some situations. To the question: "Should
permanant ertombment be excluded as an option?", the group answered NO.

7. "Should decommissioning criteria extend to buildings, structures
and components which are not contaminated with radioactive materials?"

No. The NRC should not be involved, and they probably don't have the
jurisdiction to extend criteria to uncontaminated facilities.

8. "Can cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal government with
State advice so that all can endorse and follow them?"

Theoretically, yes, but some States would likely develop their own criteria.
9. "Is a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual after cleanup
an acceptable basis for site release? What other basis would you

recommend?"
The group felt they lacked the expertise required to suggest a specific
maximum dose rate criteria, but felt that some maximum dose rate was a
reasonable basis for site release. It was noted that perhaps different

values might be appropriate for different types of facilities.

It was suggested that a range might be appropriate, with a decision on
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where in the range the dose rate should be for a specific facility based
cost-effectiveness analysis.

10. "Who should pay for decommissioning?”

It was a group consensus that those who benefit (the users) should pay the
decommissioning costs.

11. "Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by Federal
or by State authorities? When?"

A1l States should be responsible for imposing financial (e.g., cost recovery)
requirements on power reactor licensees (except municipal and Federally-owned
facilities). Agreement States should also be responsible for all other
facilities. In non-agreement States, Federal authorities should be
responsible for such facilities. Obviously, there are many jurisdictional
questions. For example, it is conceivable that wholesale and retail customers
would be handled differently under present conditions. The desirability of
Federal authority in such instances to remove inconsistencies needs to be
considered.

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during facility
life to pay for decommissioning?”

This should be a State decision. The group's opinion is that for regulated
utility power plants, accumulation of funds over the life of the facility
was preferred to advance payment. For other types of facilities, advanced
payment (or bonding) is the more appropriate method to set funds aside for
decommissioning.

13. "Who should hold the funds if they aie accumulated?"
This should be a State decision. The decision may vary depending on the
type of facility. If a funded reserve is accumulated, consideration should

be given to revising applicable "S tax regulations.

29



14. "How can uncertainties in cost or contingencies be covered?

- By extra money in accrual for each facility?
- By extra money into a general fund?
- Stat» or Federal?"

For power reactors, periodic review and rate adjustments by the PUC should
generally be sufficient to compensate for uncertainties in the initial
cost estimates. For other types of facilities, front-end bonding to cover
decommissioning costs in the event of premature shutdown was recommended
in conjunction with gradual accumulation of decommissioning funds.

For contingencies required in case an accident or other event significantly
changes (increases) decommissioning costs for any facilities, other than
power reactors, Federal or State authorities should probably provide
insurance or a general fund (contributed to by licensees) to absorb the
costs.

David Bauer, Rapporteur
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ATLANTA - Red Group - Maurice Van Nostrand, Chaivman

Questions

1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in the plan?"

The role that the NRC is assigning the States now in the developmer of

a decoomissioning program is acceptable and appreciated. There ma‘, how-
ever, be some jurisdictional questions in the area of public heai.h and
safety. The group felt that such gray areas surrounding State/Federal
Jurisdiction do need to be resolved so that the respective responsibilities
are more clearly defined.

2. "Are the technical reports adequate ir covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alternatives?"

The group felt the technical reports were adequate and developed in a
professional manner. Further reports, howe: v, such as that on multi-
reactor sites, would be helpful.

3. "Should the plan be modified? How?"

In addition to development of decommissioning plans for other types of
nuclear utilization facilities, recognition must be given to the great
uncertainties that will remain until high- and low-level waste dis-
posal sites are established and the States' responsibility for them is
clearly determined.

4. "Should detailed decommissioning plans be required prior to the
issuance of license?"

The group felt that detailed deconmissioning plans should not be required
prior to the issuance of license. Rather, the NRC should develop guide-
Tines based on today's technology that would, with updating, be acceptable
to State regulatory agencies and would serve as the basis for developing
cost figures. Reasonable guarantees of firancial responsibility would, of
course, be required.
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5. "ls delay in decommissioning justified to save money? To reduce
radiation exposure?"

No delay in decommissioning was seen as justified either to save money
or reduce radiation exposure. The group generally agreed that the public
would be unlikely to accept delay absent a showing of benefit.

6. "Is permanent entombment of nuclear facilities an acceptable method
of decommissioning?"

Permanent entombment does not presently appear to be an acceptable option,
from an economic or social perspective, but should not be totally excluded
from consideration. Continued usage of a site for electric generation,
with a portion becoming an alternative to a new low-level waste disposal
site may make entombment desirable.

7. "Should decommissioning criteria extend to buildings, structures
and components which are not contaminated with radioactive materials?"

The group did not feel that decommissioning criteria should extend to
non-radioactively contaminated structures.

8. "Can cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal government with
State advice so that all can endorse and follow them?"

The group feels that criteria can be developed so that most--probably not
all--can endorse and follow them.

9. "Is a maximum does rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual after cleanup
an acceptable basis for site release? What other basis would you

recommend."

Assuming the Battelle reports are accurate--that there is no substantial
cost difference in attaining 1 mrem/yr as opposed to some higher level such
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as 25 mrem/yr, and recognizing that 1 mrem/yr is calculable, with diffi-
culty, by indirect methods--that basis is acceptable. Caution is urged
in applying this level to non-production and utilization facilities. The
group felt strongly that exposure levels should be reasonably achievable.

10. "Who should pay for decommissioning?"

It was group consensus that those who receive the benefits of nuclear
facilities should bear the costs of decommissioning those facilities.

11. "Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by Federal
or by State authorities? When?"

For regulated utilities, administration of this requirement should be the
responsibility of the proper rate making body.

For non-regulated utilities, NRC should require that a procedure for
recovering decommissioning costs from rate payers be developed and applied.

For other nonregulated facilities, NRC must be satisfied, through the showing
of financial responsibility or surety arrangements, that decommissioning can
be accomplished. States that have indicated a willingness and an ability
to do so can exercise this authority.

"When?"
As soon as cost is identified and generally accepted, this should be
retroactively implemented for existing facilities and serve as a prere-

quisite to licensing of new facilities.

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during facility
life to pay for deconmissioning?"

The group felt that in no case should funds be set aside in advance. In
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the case of a utility, accumulation is imperative to assure proper alloca-
tion of decommissioning costs. In vigard to other licensees, the require-
ment wouid be satisfied by a showing, to the proper State or Federal
agency, of financial strength or a surety arrangement to guarantee
decommissioning would be accomplished.

13. "Who <hould hold the funds if they are accumulated?"

Accumulation of funds should be required only for utilities. These funds
should be held by the utility, with review being given by the ap,ropriate
State or Federal agency to the handling of such funds.

14. "How can uncertainties in cost or contingencies be covered?

- By extra money in accrual for each facility?
- By extra money into a general fund?
- State or Federal?"

Given the provisions of continuing surveillance, the group could see no
uncertainties or contingencies in the case of a utility that would require
extraordinary measures. In the case of non-utilities, the proper State or
Federal agency should require a periodic showing of financial strength or
surety arrangements to gudrantee that decommissioning will be accomplished.

Nancy Nicholas, Rapporteur
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ALBUQUERQUE - Green Group - Ted Wolff, Chairman

Questions
1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in the °lan?"

The group decided the question should be reworded to read: "Do States
have an opportunity to play a role in the Plan?"

Some of the group felt that the States had an opportunity to play a role
in the Plan, but others thought there is a lack of internal communication
within the States for coordination of a role in reviewing the regulations
and other decomTissioning materials.

Suggestion: NRC should try to follow-up with the States as to who reviewed
and commented on the materials related to this workshop to insure the appro-
priate persons knowledgeable in financing, health effects and procedures

of decommicsioning have had an opportunity to review the materials. Further-
more, the NRC should continue to keep all branches of the State governments
(legisi.cive, radiation health, environmental, and public service utility
commissions) cognizant of the progress they are making on decommissioning
policies.

2. "Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alternatives."

The group thought the reports were adequate, but should be extended to
large manufacturing facilities (e.g., nuclear pharmacy). However, the
group did not feel it could consider all the alternatives at this time
because the group did not have all the information.

3. "Should the Plan be modified? How?"

The question was modified to read: "Should the Plan and technical
reports be modified?"
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The group felt that the Plan should include nuclear facilities outside the
fuel cycle which require licensing. Furthermore, the Plan should be modified
to consider in more detail the refurbishment or conversion of old facilities
to other nuclear or non-nuclear facilities.

The reports on PWR and reprocessing facility deconmissioning were considered
inadequate in that uncertainties in dose calculations, cost and procedures
were not thoroughly addressed. On estimates of cost, in particular, the
sensitivity of cost estimates to site factors, regulatory assumptions,
technology, etc. should be explored. Full and complete calculations and
sufficient data to permit independent verification of cost and dose calcu-
lations should be included. Lastly, financing possibilities and the effect
of tax policy on the cost of implementing these alternatives should be
included.

The group also felt States need to increase their participation in the Plan,
especially in the non-fuel cy:le facilities.

4. "Should detailed decommissioning Plans be required prior to the issuance
of license?"

The group desired that a uecommissioning Plan of the procedures and tasks

to be employed be required, in sufficient detail, to make a thorough and
detailed estimate of the cost prior to issuance of a license. This Plan
should include all aspects up through and including complete dismantling

for facilities, such as reactors, containing long-lived radionuclides. For
facilities containing only short-lived radioisotopes, the Plan should cover
at least mothballing and should also cover entombment where this is an
option.

5. "Is delay in decommissioning justified to save money? -- to reduce
radiation exposure?”

Immediate decommissioning is most desirable. In addition, the group felt
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that faciiities which only have surface contamination should be decommissioned
immediately. For facilities with induced radiation, immediate decommissioning
is preferable; however, a delay of up to 30 years may be justified on the

basis of a savings in cost or exposure or multiple units on one site. Per-
mission for such a delay would be determined by the licensing agency.

6. "Is permanent entombment of nuclear facilities an acceptable method
of decommissioning?”

The group thought that permanent entombment was not an acceptable method
of decom-issioning for those facilities containing material with a long
radioactive life and a long-term potential for hazards or impact on the
environment. However, the group did consider entombment an acceptable
method for facilities contaminated with shart-iived nuclides.

7. "“Should decommissioning criteria extend to buildings, structures and
components which are not contaminated with radioactive materials?"

The group decided that decommissioning criteria should not apply to
structures and components which are not contaminated with radioactive
materials. Furthermore, the NRC has jurisdiction only in the radioactive
constituents of the site and local authorities have jurisdiction over non-
contaminated structures.

8. "Can cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal government with
State advice so that all can endorse and follow them?"

The group changed the question to read: "Can cleanup criteria and standards
be developed by the Federal . . . ?"

The purpose of this change was to reflect the group's opinion that movement
toward quantifiable standards was desirable. The majority of this work-
shop thought the Federal government should set criteria and minimum standards
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which the States should adopt and make an effort to follow. However,
under special circumstances, the States should have the right to set
standards which exceed Federal standards.

9. "Is a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual after clean-
up an acceptable basis for site release? What other basis would
you recommend?"

The group felt it didn't have enough information to evaluate the question
and recommended that the dose rate be further studied at a national level
by qualified experts. However, the group listed a number of concerns
related to this question. Some of these are:

1. Concern with problem of defining background including
any changes over the life of the facility;
Concern with enforceability because so close to background;
Concern with the size and type of the population which
would be affected;

4. Concern that the standard should reflect the duration of
the exposure;

5. Concern with the relation of the maximum dose rate to a
health effect.

10. "Who should pay for decommissioning?"

The group felt that two categories of nuclear facilities should be
addressed by this ques*tion. One the public utility and the other the
owner/operators of all non-reactor fuel cycle facilities and State-
licensed facilities.

For public utilities, the group decided the rate payers should pay for
decommissioning during the 1ife of the plant. In considering the owner/
operators, the group decided the owner/operators should bear the burden
themselves.
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of a surety bond and an escrow account. The financial assurance (surety
bond and/or escrow account) should always be equal to the current estimate
of the financial risk involved.

13. "“Who should hold the funds if they are accumulated?"

The group decided that any funds accumulated should be invested outside
the utility. The funds should not be idle. A number of possible avenues
where these funds might be placed were discussed (e.g., banks, trusts, a
special State authority for decommissioning, an existing State agency).
However, the group did realize that there could be a potential tax problem
associated with this approach.

The group requested NRC exploration of financing mechanisms utilizing
parties other than utilities holding thc accumul=.ed funds and investing
these funds in non-utility assets. Also included should be the manrer

in which present tax policies would affect the cost of implementing such
financing methods and the changes required in tax policy to minimize impact
on implementation costs.

14. "How can uncertainties in cost or contingencies be covered? By
extra money in accrual for each facility? By extra money into a
general fund? State or Federal?"

The group added the two considerations to the question of premature shut-
down and utility insolvency. The group thought that uncertainties in

cost for decommissioning of reactors could be handled by periodically re-
evaluating the anticipated costs and adjust the rate of funds accumula-
tion accordingly. One method for doing this would be to obtain a detailed
cost estimate at the time of initial licensing and for the utility or regu-
latory agency to maintain an economic computer model which would review
annually the contingencies of decommissioning costs. These would be used
to generate an updated cost estimate with a more complete review of costs
by the regulatory agency every 3 *o 5 years.

39



11. "“Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by
Federal or by State authorities?”

The group decided that different categories of nuclear facilities

required different authorities to impose financial responsibility re-
quirements. Basically, the Federal government should set general criteria
(minimum guidelines) for acceptable financial responsibilities and leave
the States some latitude in the specific form of funding required and to
implement whatever financial requirements are selected. If a State chose
not to impose and implement these financial requirements, the complete
authority would revert to the Federal government. The States have the
right to require more stringent standards of financial responsibility than
those required by Federal authorities as a minimum.

The group desired that the financial responsibility requirements be imposed
prior to initial issuance of the license. Therefore, the appropriate State
agency should involve itself in this aspect of licensing.

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during facility
life to pay for decommissioning?"

The group decided three different types of facilities should be addressed
by this question. For regulated public utilities, the group decided that
funds for decommissioning should be accumulated over the life of the
facility. In the case of unregulated power facilities, the group decided
that where Federal regulation or a change in regulations at the State level
could assure that all necessary funds would be accumulated over the plant
life, that this is desirable. If funds cannot be collected over facility
life, then the funds for decommissioning should be assured in advance of
licensure by providing some combination of cash, a surety bond, or fully
funded trust.

When considering all non-power facilities, the group decided that decommis-
sioning costs should be up front in the form of a surety bond or a combination
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Also, the group felt that uncertainties could be controlled through the
State rate setting process and the !icensina process. Furthermore, to
avoid the possibility that in the event of premature reactor shutdown,
the accumulated monies would be insufficient to cover the total costs at
that time, a surety bond could be re.uired in addition to cover any
shortfall.

Note: The following two questions were also discussed by the group:
15. "To what extent do recent cost estimates for decommissioning reflect
actual cost incurred in the past and to what extent are they site-

specific?"

The group expressed concern for more site-specific cost estimates to give
a better handle on the uncertainties in cost.

16. "How extensive is decommissioning experience? What are the
uncertainties?"

The group recommended the NRC should be cognizant of ongoing or upcoming
deccmmissioning situations and avail themselves to this experience.

Donald Shilesky, ScD, Rapporteur
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ALBUQUERQUE - Yellow Group - Ernest Garfield, Chairman

Preface

The Yellow Group discussed all fourteen questions posed by NRC.
Some questions were rephrased.

Questions

1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in the Plan?”

We are pleased with the opportunity to participate and would like to
participate further. But, we do not have enough information tc endorse
the present Plan.

2. "Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alterratives?”

At this point, the Plan is not considered complete. Therefore, the reports
cannot be adequately assessed.

3. "Should the Plan be modified? How?"

The Plan will have to be modified (e.g., NRC should attempt to gain control
through licensing of tailings).

4. "Should detailed deconmissioning Plans be required prior to the issuance
of license?"

Detailed Plans and cost estimates should be made prior to issuance of
license. (Group is split as to whether NRC has any responsibility regard-
ing cost recovery, and whether the States should have this responsibility.)

Question 5 is rephrased:
Sa. "Is delay in decommissioning justified if a money savings can be
shown (as long as health and safety are not jeopardized)?"

Yes.
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5b. "Whose role is it?"

A determination of whether a cost savings is justified to defer decommis-
sioning should be given to the States (as long as health and safety are not
jeopardized). NRC should provide the technical support and guidelines to
the States to make the determination.

Question 6 is rephrased:

6. "Should permanent entombment in place or part thereof (reactors,
reprocessing plants) be precluded as a viable decommissioning method
at this time?"

Ne, until further detailed studies occur.

7.  "Should decommissioning criteria ertend to buildings, structures and
components which are not contaminated with radicactive materials?"

No.

Question 8 is rephrased:

8. "Should NRC develop decontamination criteria as related to health and
safety wit® State advice so Federal and State agencies can endorse and
follow them?"

Yes.
Question 9 is rephrased:
9. "Should NRC be requested to establish (with State technical advice) a

standard maximum dose rate for an individual for cleanup (decommission-
ing) which will be an acceptable basis for site release?"

Yes.

Questions 10-14 are all answered in four categories: Regulated Utilities,
Unregulated Utilities, Fuel Cycle and Material License.
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10. "Who should pay for deconmissioning?"

Regulated Utilities: The costs should be borne by the utility customer
(rate payers) as prescribed by State regulatory authorities.

Unregulated Utilities: The costs should be borne by the utility customer
(rate payers) as prescribed by State and local authorities.

Fuel Cycle: The costs should be borne by the company as a cost of business.
Materials License: The costs should be borne by the company or individual
involved as a cost of business.

11. "Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by Federal
or by State authorities?"

Regulated Utilities: NRC should set minimal standards. And where feasible
the States may impose regulations more stringent or equal to Federal regulations.
Unregulated Utilities: Same as Regulated Utilities.
Fuel Cycle: Same as Regulated Utilities.

Materials License: Same as Regulated Utilities.

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during facility
life to pay for decommissioning?"

Regulated Utilities: States should impose conditions for financing. This

is not in the scope of NRC licensing procedures.

Unregulated Utilities: States should impose conditions for financing.

This is not in the scope of NRC licensing procedures.

Fuel Cycle: Funding procedures should be required prior to licensing.
Materials License: Funding procedures should be required prior to licensing.
Group expressed dissatisfaction in IRS imposing income tex on reserve and
sinking funds. The minority of the group believes it iz not NRC's function
to intervene with IRS in behalf of utilities.

13. "Who should hold the funds if they are accumulated?”

The appropriate State authorities should determine conditions for financing.
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14. "How can uncertainities in cost or contingencies be covered?

- By extra money in accrual for each facility?
- By extra money into a general fund?
- State or Federal?"

Fegulated Utilities: State should impose conditions for financing.
Unregulated Utilities: State should impose conditions for financing.
Fuel Cycle: NRC and/or State should require bonding prior to licensing.
Materials License: NRC and/or State should require bonding prior to
Ticensing.

William Lyon, PhD, Rapporteur
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ALBUQUERQUE - Blue Group - David K. Lacker, Chairman

Questions
1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in the Plan?"

The general opinion of the group was that there was a lack of State
involvement in the Plan. It was felt that States dc not have a role in
setting up rules and regulations and that they should have the opportunity

to participate in the draft stage, especially in areas that will specifically
affect their State. It was also suggested that the question be restated to
ask if the Federal agencies have an acceptable role, emphasizing the feeling
that the States should have the primary role.

2. "Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alternatives?”

The technical reports were seen as well done for the facilities that they
covered, but it was noted that similar studies, which are planned by NRC,
covering other licensed facilities are needed.

The alternatives covered were apropo for the facilities studied, but for
those types of facilities to be studied, alternatives other than those
presented here will need to be considered.

. "Should the Plan be modified? How?"

Modification of the Plan is needed to allow for more input from States, as
well as input from national State organizations. The group felt it would
be a great help to seek input from organizations such as: The National
Governors Association, the National Conference of State Legislatures, the
National Conference of Radiation Control Directors, and the National
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners in the areas o¢ their
specific expertise.
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4. "Should detailed decommissioning plans be required prior to the
issuance of license?"

Detailed plans for deconmissioning should not be required, but the future
requirement for a decommissioning plan should be considered. Some criteria
such as financial responsibility and possible modes of decommissioning shou'd
te considered. A plan should be flexible enough to incorporate technologica
advance, and the amount of detail to the plan will vary in accordance with
the type of facility under consideration.

5. "Is delay in decommissioning justified to save money" -- to reduce
radiation exposure?"

The group felt, in some cases, delays in the completion of decommissioning
may be justified to save money when balanced against radiation risk, but
there should be a site-specific determination as to the timing and final
disposition.

6. "Is permanent entombment of nuclear ficilities an acceptable method
of decommissioning?"

Permanent entombment cannot be totally ruled out as a viable decommissioning
option, but the decision depends upon the degree of entombment and the site-
specific situations.

7. "Should decommissioning criteria extend to buildings, structures, and
components which are not contaminated with radioactive materials?"

The group was opposed to the extension of decommissioning criteria to non-
radioactive contaminated structures. Further, they questioned the NRC's
authority to do such, as well as feeling that it would be unjust to burden
the rate payer with the additional expense of dismantling a "safe" and
possibly useful structure.
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8. "Can cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal government with
State advice so that all can endorse and follow them?"

The group felt that this question should be restated to ask: "“Should
cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal government with State advice?"
The answer to this was "no," rather, Federal advice should be used, but
criteria should be developed in accordance with the needs of the State.

At the very least, the development of criteria should be a joint State/
Federal effort.

9. "Is a maximum dose rate of 1 mrem/yr to any individual after cleanup
an acceptable basis for site release? What other basis would you
recommend?"

One mrem/yr was seen by the group as an unrealistic number and, on that
basis, unacceptable. In determining a more reasonable number for use,
options such as a percentage of background, a sliding percentage (10 CFR 50,
Appendix I), or use of levels presently set for exposure in operating re-
actors should be investigated. In setting a specific level, current criteria
must be taken into account, but the flexibility to alter the level as tech-
nological changes occur must be incorporated.

10. "Who should pay for decommissioning?"

The consumer who reaps the benefit from any facility should bear the cost
of decommissioning.

Questions 11-14 were answered by dividing licensed facilities into two
groups: Regulated Facilities and Other Non-Production and Utilization
Facilities. In the case of Regulated Facilities, the questions asked in
11-14 were addressed by the following scheme:

For Regulated Facilities, funds should not be set aside in advance nor
accumulated during the facility's life. The regulating body concerned
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with the financial responsibility to assure that decommissioning funds are
available should allow the operator the use of negative salvage in the
company's depreciation, with a deferral of the tax advantage of the de-
commissioning to the time they may take it for tax purposes. Negative
salvage will permit use of these funds during their accumulation and will
enable a well-regulated utility to have the funds required when needed.

The following answers to Questions 11-14 are meant to apply to Other Non-
Production and Utilization Facilities.

11. "Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by Federal
or by State authorities? When?"

In Agreement States, the regulating body licensing the facility should

set the financial responsibility requirements. In non-acreement States,
the Federal government, as the licensing agent, would have to set these
requirements. In both cases, these requirements should be set prior to the
issuance of license.

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during facility
life to pay for decommissioning?"

Funds should either be set aside in advance or the regulating body should
be assured of their availabiliiy at the time of need.

13. "Who should hold the funds if they are accumulated?"

Accumulated funds should be held by the appropriate State agency. It
should be the responsibility of the NRC to see that the mechanism exists
in the absence of an appropriate State agency, such as in non-agreement
States.

14. "How can uncertainties in cost or contingencies be covered? By extra
money in accrual for each facility? By extra money into a general

fund? State or Federal?
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Uncertainties in cost or contingencies should be covered through a periodic’
review in terms of current cost, technology and requirements, by the

licensing agency, and appropriate update at the time of review to incorporate
any necessary changcs.

Nancy Nicholas, Rapporteur
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ALBUQUERQUE - Red Group - Sen. Ted Bottiger, Chairman

Preface

The responses to the questions below apply to power reactors and
represent group concerns unless otherwise indicated.

The group expressad significant concern that waste disposa® facilities
are not currently available for waste from decommissioning and urged 'RC
to resolve this issue.

Questions

1. "Do the States have an acceptable role in the Plan?"

The Plan is procedurally acceptable. However, the Plan should be expanded
since it does not adequately address how authority and responsibility for
existing facilities will be considered. In addition, the majerity believes
that the States cannot have an acceptable role in plans dealing with the

end of the nuclear fuel cycle (i.e.., decommissioning) while they have been
precluded from an appropriate role at earlier points. Therefore, the
majority would require NRC support of legislation to remove the pre-emptive
clause from the Atomic Energy Act which would then allow State regulation of
all facets of the atomic energy cycle so as to aliow States to set stricter
standards. This is not meant to preclude setting of Federal minimum standards;
the provision of technical assistance to the States; or to conflict with
Federal control of interstate commerce.

2. "Are the technical reports adequate in covering the right facilities,
in considering the real alternatives?"

A minority of one said that the reports were adequate in covering the right
facilities and the real alternatives. Other members of the group cited the
following topic areas which required further study to make the reports
adequate:
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Yes,

the feasibility and costs associated with recommissioning or
conversion of a reactor facility;

sensitivity to site-specificity, labor productivity and disposal
cost variability;

validity of extrapolating technology from a small facility (Elk
River) to large facilities;

-anges of cost and technical options;

the viability and cost of sub-optimal alternatives, such as storage
of spent fuel off-site in combination with entombment or moth-
balling;

more detailed financial analysis with investigation of tax
issues and related concerns; and

reliability of the presumption that deep geological disposal
facilities will be available.

“Should the Plan be modified? How?"

as indicated in the responses above to Questions 1 and 2.

"Should detailed decommissioning Pla1s be required prior to the
issuance of license?"

Technical decommissioning Plans with sufficient detail to permit develop-
ment of cost estimates and evaluation of design options should be developed
before a license is granted (a construction license in the case of power
reactors). It was also suggested that public comment on the Plan be
solicited and that updates of the Plan be conducted periodically. De-
tailed Plans as opposed to generic Plans are required due to sensitivity to
site-specific conditions.

5.

"Is delay in decommissioning justified to save money? -- to reduce
radiation exposure?"

As a general rule, yes. But site-specific conditions require case-by-case
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determination. For example, a reactor shut down because it is discovered
to be on a fault zone should be deconmissioned (dismantled) immediately,
wh ‘e delay may be appropriate in other cases.

It is generally desirable to reduce exposure, but costs and political
implications will also affect the timing of decommissioning selected.

6. "Is permanent entombment of nuclear facilities an acceptable method
of decommissioning?"

Permanent entombment (above the ground) is not acceptable if it is assumed
that adequate off-site waste disposal facilities are available. Current
lack of adequate waste disposal facilities makes permanent entombment worth
considering in more detail than presented in the PWR study. Options such as
off-site disposal of high-level waste with on-site entombment (below ground
or above) or low-level waste should also be considered.

7. "“"Should decommissioning criteria extend to buildings, structures, and
components which are not contaminated with radioactive materials?"

No. These are State and/or local issues.

8. "Can cleanup criteria be developed by the Federal governmer: with State
advice so that all can endorse and follow them?"

Minimum cleanup criteria can be developed by the Federal government with
State participation, reservin~ iy the State the right to impose more
stringent criteria.

9. "Is a maximum d .2 roo ~f 1 mrem/yr to any individual aft>r cleanup
an acceptable basis for site release? What other basis would you
recommend?"

No. A majority felt that 1 mrem/yr is an un-=alistically low basis for
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site release. The group felt it lacked the expertise necessary to recommend
a specific basis for site release. The group did suggest that health
effects (death and illness risk) be considered as a methoa of defining an
acceptable level for site release. It was also noted that any basis for
site release needed to be well documented and not arbitrary. The group
also expressed their curiosity as to why a maximum dose level less than
that for an operating reactor was even considered.

10. "Who should pay for decommissioning?"

This should be a State decision. The group felt that in their States, the
. nsee should pay, with the cost to be assigned by State authority. The
Federal government should pay for decommissioning reactors built as part
of the Federal R&D effort.

The cost of decommissioning should be included as a cost of electricity
generation. A mrority of one indicated that decommissioning is a social
issue.

11. "Should financial responsibility requirements be imposed by Federal or
by State authorities? When?"

Financial responsibility requirements for decommissioning should be imposed
by State authorities at the time of issuance of the certificate of public
convenience and necessity or a land use permit. Technical assistance should
be provided by the Federal government. A minority of one indicated that
minimum standards should also be developed by the Federal _overnment. State
approval of a financing plan should be a condition of NRC license approval.

12. "Should funds be set aside in advance or accumulated during facility
life to pay for decommissicning?”

This should be a State decision. The group felt that in their States, funds
should be accumulated during the facility life (either over the entire
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projected life of the facility or a portion of the useful life, such as
the last 10 years), with some other mechanism developed to cover costs in
the event of premature shutdown.

13. "Who should hold the funds if they are accumulated?"

This should be a State decision. A majority of the group felt that their
States should hold the funds. A minority of one said either the State or
the utility (within State rules) should hold the funds.

14. "How can uncertainties in cost of contingencies be covered? By
extra money in accrual for each facility? By extra money into a
general fund? State or Federal?"

The group suggested the following options of providing for uncertainties
in cost and contingencies:

insurance pool to distribute risk;

tax on uranium;

periodic review of cost with rate adjustment;

electricity generation tax;

partial bonding (perhaps by the Federal government);
combinations of the above;

stratified system depending upon the dollar amount involved,
with small costs borne by the utility and very large costs
(i.e., a major accident) absorbed by the Federal government.

David Bauer, Rapporteur

55



APPENDIX A

ALBUQUERQUE

AGENDA

STATE WORKSHOPS FOR REVIEW OF NRC DECOMMISSIONING POLICY

First Da
(PM)
5:00

6:30 - 9:00

or's Note

A similar agenda
was followed at
Philadelphia and
Atlanta

Registration

Opening Plenary
Welcome

(Rio Grande Room)

Policy Issues
Summary of Comments
on Decommissioning
Policy

Questions

9:00 - 9:30
9:30

Second Day
8:00 - 10:00
10:00 - 10:30
10:30 - 12:00

Divide into Four Groups

Cash Bar

Plenary

Results of Decom-
missioning Reports

Coffee Break

Working Groups
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Sheldon A. Schwartz

Assistant Director for Program Development
Office of State Programs

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Robert Bernero

Assistant Director for Material
Safety Standards

Office of Standards Development

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Red - Turquoise
Yellow - Mercado 18
Blue - Kachina
Green - Rio Grande

Richard I. Smith

Associate Manager

Safety Analysic Section

Battelle, Pacific Northwest Laboratory

E. Smith Murphy

Study Leader

Safety Analysis Section

Battelle, Pacific Northwest Laboratory

Red - Mercado 24
Yellow - Mercado 18
Blue - Kachina
Green + Potters



Second Day

1:00 -

5:30 - 7:00
7:00

Third Day
8:30 - 9:30
9:30

9:45 - 12 (noon)

Working Groups Discussion (continued)
Dinner
Working Groups Reports, discussion (continued)

(if necessary)

Working Groups Review reports
Red - Turquoise
Coffee Break Yellow - Mercado 18

Blue - Kachina
Green - Rio Grande

Closing Plenary Chairmen Present Reports

dedk ok dok ek ke dokkok

57



APPENDIX B

PROCEEDINGS
MR. SCHWARTZ: Ladies and Gentlemen, can I have your attention, please.
Welcome to Philadelphia, the City of brotherly love.

I want to welcome you all here, we appreciate your giving us your time,
your knowledge and your experience to discuss with us the issues relating
to decommissioning of nuclear facilities. They are important issues, to
not only the Federal Government, but also the States in their regulatory
programs. This is the principal reason we have structured a meeting like
this for State input to our decommissioning policy.

What we are abcut here, at the workshops, is to hear from you, the States.
How you view what you have seen so far, NUREG 0436 and some of the contract
reports.

Through these workshops we are going to be seeking your comments on the
clarification of jurisdiction between State and Federal Governments, on
the financial assurance aspects, that there will be money available to
decommission the facilities, and to the extent of decommissioning required.
By the extent of decommissioning, we mean mothballing, entombment, or
dismantling. You will be hearing more about this from Bob Bernero later.

We will be conducting identical regional workshops with other States in
Atlanta, Georgia and Albuquerque, New Mexico next week. If you are accurately
registered, each of you will receive copies of the deliberation of the

States in these meetings and also any documents coming out of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission relating to the decommissioning of nuclear facilities.

In June of 1979 we expect to be back to you, through another set of work-
shops hopefully involving all of you again. At that workshop we wili
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present the NRC Staff views and hopefully it will reflect what we have
learned at these workshops with the States.

I would 1ike to go through the agenda now and make sure everybody understands
how we are planning to conduct the workshop.

At the close of the Plenary at 9:00, we will divide into working groups.
What I expect to happen tonight is that you will review the questions for
issues to assure yourself that what we generate on the banks of the Potomac
are things that you feel are important. If they are not important to you,
recommend to your workshop chairman that this is something you are not
interested in.

If there are issues that you think are not dealt with, raise them and get
them on the agenda for your discussions tomorrow. I thinl it is very
important that you review the questions, not in the light of the individual
questions themselves, but the issues that they raise whether you think they
are important to demonstrate.

Let me take this opportunity to introduce to you the working group chairmen.
The Chairman of the Blue group is the Honorable Steven Sklar, a Delegate
from the Maryland House of Delegates.

(Applause. )

The Chairman of the Green group is the Honorable Miriam Butterworth,
Chairman of the Connecticut Public Utilities Control Authority.

(Applause. )
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And the Chairman of the Yellow Group is Sherwood Davies, Director of the
Bureau of Radiological Health, New York State Department of Health.

(Applause.)

If 1 forget to, I want to thank you all right now for accepting the challenge
of chairing these groups. 1 feel very fortunate to have your involvement.

There are other representatives from the Federal Government here, I know of
two from other agencies, and I would iike to introduce them so they can
identify themselves. They will be available during the working group
deliberations to provide to you the impact of their agency decision making
on any decisions or recommendations you come up with in the next few days.

From the EPA Office of Radiation Programs, Mr. Bill Crofford.

And from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Mr. Ben Kitishima. Are
there any others from other Federal agencies who would like to be identified
here to the audience?

(No response.)

For those who wish to make a statement for the record, I would ask that it
be a written statement so that it can be included in the record. And, if
they would like to make an oral statement that you see me sometime during
the meeting to put you on the agenda for the Plenary session on Wednesday.
We have a very full agenda, and I would like to hold it for that time.

I would like to note also that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is holding
a public meeting on the issur ‘e are dealing with here on October 18th in
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Washington, D.C. for all those that feel they were not heard here or would
like to be heard again.

Let me just close with one other remark, all of us are busy; all of us
attend a lot of meetings, sometimes too many. For that reason we are
holding a night session and a day session so we don't take too much of your
time. But at too many of these meetings, issues are not raised by the
individuals, for a number of reasons, until the very end of the time that
it's available for discussion. I would appreciate it if each and every one
of you is conscious of that and he on thc record early.

I think the products of the workshop will benefit from that, and I think
you will benefit also by hearing it early and having enough time to discuss
the issues.

With that, I would like to introduce Bob Bernero who is Assistant Director
of Material Safety Standards, Office of Standards Development, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, who will discuss with you the technical and policy
issues and summarize the comments on decommissioning policy.

Thank you very much.
(Slide 1)

MR. PERNERO: Good evening, I have a rather lengthy pile of vugraphs. 1

will go through ali of ther. I am open to interruption for questiuning if
you see fit. However, it might work better if I can get through che vugraphs
and cover all of this material in a more or less straight shot and we

can have a free flowing discussion afterwards. (Slides are at the end of

the presentation.)
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You have copies of every one of the vugraphs I am using so that there is no
need for you to take notes. You might even find it convenient to flip
through as I go through the material.

Shelly Schwartz told you what we are doing here.
(Slide 2)

NRC can't do this alone. We feel at NRC that in order to do reevaluation

of our decommissioning policy we have to share with the States the questions,
the policy considerations, the matters at hand because we share jurisdiction
with you.

Many of the licenses that we have are also issued by the states. There are
many instances where the States have programs with us for licensing, so
what I would like to do tonight is go through the subject of decommissioning.

First of all what we are talking about, what nuclear facilities are,
wiat sort of activities are associated with decommissioning, and then
I'11 give you a brief overview of some of the history of reactor decom-
missioning which is of most interest to most people, then a brief
summary of the present requirements for decommissioning.

There is an NRC decommissioning policy. Many of us don't like it, we want
to improve it, but I would like to explain to you-what the present require-
ments are under which facilities are licensed. And last I will get into
what we are doing about it, what this plan is, where we are going from
here.

(Slide 3)
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First of all, let's get into some terminology and see if we can't agree
for clear discussion of this issue to use the same words.

Decommissioning is removal from active service, or removal from service.
And along with that there must be a need tuv dispose of radioactive
residue.

Now many types of decommissioning are not complete. And there is a great
deal of confusion in discussing this matter because people will frequently
say a plant is decommissioned when in reality it is only temporarily
decommissioned. It isn't finished. It's in some form of safe storage.
Someone padlocked it, or put some guards around it. It's in custody, you
can't walk away from it, you can't release it. It is only partially
decommissioned.

Final decommissioning, it has been done. There is Jisnantling with removal
of residue, a release of the place. You don't need to tave guards, you
don't need to have padlocks after ii's prcperly dismantled.

There have been cases of what is called entombment. Where the radioactive
residue is in effect buried. Sealed up with concrete, typically. So that
this residue is isolated from the biosphere. People can't get at it.

But I didn't use unrestricted release there. There is the real questinn
in my mind, and in the mind of many other people, whether it's legitirate,
whether it's acceptable to take very long lived radioactivity and seal it
up in concrete on the surface.

King Tut's tomb was looted only a few hundred years after he died and even

we who have totally removed all the contents came by only about 2000,
or 2500 years after he died. So if we are looking to entombment to hold
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radioactivity that is at a high level for 20,000 years, I don't think it's
a legitimate use, I don't think it's a Tegitimate method.

Now I'm speating here of how to handle the radioactive parts. There are
non-radioactive parts of a nuclear racility and particularly a power plant
where the turbine generator may be eminently usable with another boiler.
Another fuel form could be used to feed the boiler. And in that instance
one speaks of conversion

A nuclear facility migh’ be converted to another form of nuclear facility
or into & non-nuclear ficility. And we should be careful in discussing
decommissioning to remember that the primary interest is on the disposition
of the radioactive material.

(Slicde 4)

Now, the scope of this whole effort is to cover the entire range of licensees
that NRC is responsible for. That ranges from the largest power reactor
down to a radioactive materials licensee like the doctor who handles
radioactive drugs for use in diagnosis.

There is a question of decommissioning with all of these licensees because
all nuclear activities have associated with them some residues. We are
anxious to look at all of the alternatives of such decommissioning.

However, in this program we cannot look at the overall waste management
program. In order to sort out our problems and approach them in a timely
fashion we are not tying the decommissioning evaluation to the high level
waste repository, even though I will mention the possibility of some of
the decommissioning waste going to that repository.
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Similarly, the low level waste program, low level burial grounds. We have
a problem in the country today, but we would merely confuse issues and

not accomplish very much if we confuse the two program:c and try to deal
with the low level waste program in the decommissioning evaluation.

‘Well, if we do this, if e separate those problems we have to be careful
because we will have soft spots. We will have a vulnerability to error,
and that's why I indicated on the vugraph we will have uncertainties

about the form, the acceptable form of waste shipments. How can waste

be packaged, where can it go, how far will it have to go, what will it
cost to ship it?

And residual activity standards, which are related to the waste management
programs, this is how clean is clean. What can you leave on the ground,
what can you leave on the surface in terms of radioactivity. Uncertainty
there can give us uncertainty in clean up costs. But as a practical matter
I ask you, this is not the forum for high level waste repository, and how
the States can parti.ipate in the development of it.

So please let's try to confine the discussion to decommissioning.

(Slide 5)
Well, what are the facilities that we are concerned about decommissioning?
This map -- many of you have seen this before -~ is a map of the power
reactors of the United States. 66 of them, I believe, are operating right
now. Another 8C or sc under construction. We are talking about a very
large number of large facilities distributed throughout the United States.

Heavily in the Eastern half as you can see.

And these facilities tend to dominate much of the discussion of decommis-
sioning for two reasons.
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There are so many of them distributed around the country, and they are
so large, they do constitute a major decommissioning cost. And they are,
of course, a complex decommissioning job.

They are supported by a fuel cycle. In order to have a set of reactors
operating, there have to be uranium mills, there are uranium mills in
the fuel cycle in the United States.

(Slide 6)

About 23 mills right now operating. Most of those are in the Western
States, in Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, some in Texas. About half of
the uranium mills are licensed by states and half of them by the Federal
Government. It depends on the NRC's Agreement States Program whereby
certain states, right now about half of them, enter into agreements with
the NRC to license certain facilities and material operations.

There are few fabrication and conversion plants. I Tump them all
together. About 15 facilities.

If you briefly reflect on the fuel cycle for a power reactor, the uranium
mill produces uranium oxide, U308, soqetimes called yellowcake. That is
converted typically in a factory that merely changes the chemical form
from uranium oxide to uranium hexafluoride.

There are right now only two such facilities for the civil power reactors:
one in Oklahoma, the other in Southern I1linois.

After being converted *o uranium hexafluoride, the uranium is enriched in

Federal plants. There are three Federal enrichment plants: Oak Ridge,
Tennessee; Paducah, Kentucky; Portsmouth, Ohio. Those are Federally owned
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and operated and the owners of the uranium pay the Federal Government a
fee in order to have the isotope ratio in the uranium changed.

After the uranium is enriched it is shipped to a fuel fabrication plant
where it is converted back to the oxide form and then treated chemically and
thermally to make little hard pellets of uranium oxide. These ceramic
pellets are then assembled into bundles.

There are a number of major fuel fabrication facilities. They generally
run along the Eastern Seaboard. The Westinghouse factory for fuel is in
Columbia, South Carolina. The General Electric fuel fabrication plant

is in Wilmington, North Carolina. Babcock and Wilcox has their main plant
in Lynchburg, Virginia. Combustion Engineering Corporation has their plant
in Connecticut. And then you go way out to the West Coast to find in
Richland, Washington, the Exxon Nuclear Plant and near San Diego the General
Atomic Plant.

Now I didn't name 15 plants there. There are a number of small research
and development type fuel fabrication facilities scattered about the country.

Those, though not so terribly important in the economics of the fuel cycle,
are facilities that we must be concerned about for decommissioning.

Low level burial grounds exist now. There is a shortage in the United
States of useful low level waste burial facilities. Right now there are
only three such burial grounds in operation. There is the burial ground at
Barnwell, South Carolina. There is one at Beatty, Nevada, and another in
Richland, Washington. Other burial grounds, the other six of them are

not operating right now. Sheffield, I11inois, Maxey Flats, Kentucky and
NFS-West Valley, New York.

67



We have one more class of license listed here, and it is a very large one
and it ranges in size over a very great range.

wWhat I call material licensees. These are licensees who are authorized to
hold or to do something with source material that is something like uranium
or thorium, byproduct material, that's material that was made radioactive
by a reactor, or special nuclear material. That would be something like
plutonium, or fissile uranium.

These material licensees are mostly licensed by the States. I think the
best number we have right now is 21,000 licensees, and about 9,000 of them
are NRC licenses and the others ar: state licenses.

The best estimate we have is that 40 percent are medical or academic
licenses and the rest are industrial. Things like x-rays sources for
checking pipe welds, well logging sources for the exploration of 0il, and
things like that.

These licenses, as I say, cover a great range of size and they can be a
problem. We are concerned about financial responsibility for these as well,
so that if a material licensee go>s bankrupt, and this is wot a high
visibility operation where the State Public Utility Commission is looking
at it and has al)l sorts of other scrutiny, we want to be sure that if one
of these licensees goes out of business, thare isn't either an undue risk
of contamination getting ai! over thc place, nor an unnecessary expense to
the State or to the Federal Government for cleaning it up.

(Slide 7)
Let's look at a nuclear facility and talk a little bit about what is

decommissionig. This facility is not far from the meeting room where we
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sit. This is on the Susquehanna River about 90 miles west of us here.
Just outside of Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. This is the Three-Mile Island
Nuclear Station. It has two pressurized water reactors. This is Unit 1,
this is Unit 2.

The station is on Three-Mile Island. The water you see on both sides is
the Susquehanna River whose flow is not enough to give adequate once-
through cooling without undue thermal effects on the river, so each one

of the reactors has a pair of cooling towers to provide power plant cooling
with minimal effect on the river.

Now when people speak of a nuclear power plant being decommissioned

there is usually an impression of the whole being radicactive. You really
have to look at the thing closely to see where the radioactivity is
concentrated.

Now what I would like to do is go into this plant, go right into one of
the reactor buildings where we have the reactor and its core and work our
way out and see what we have.

(Slide 8)

If you go right down into the bowels of that big cylindrical building
you will find a pressurized water reactor.

Now the pressurized water reactor is the more common type found in the
United States. This is the reactor vessel itself and the core. And this is

for a typical large plant in use today.

The core is about twelve feet tall and about twelve feet across. And
each one of these bundles, they are square bundles, is a bundle of tubes

69



about as big around as your finger. Each tube is filied with a very

long stack of ceramic uranium pellets. When bundled together and
controlled in a certain way, the nuclear reaction, the fission, takes place
there and a great deal of radiation is generated.

The fission reaction causes the uranium to break up, producing fission
products in the fuel. That's where the bulk of the radioactivity is
produced. But the radiation field will actually make the steel here,
these steel structures that are holding the core together, that radiation
field will make them radioactive themselves. They become irradiated,
not contaminated. You can't wipe it off, it is right into the nuclear
structure of the steel itself. The radiation has converted it so these
metals are now inherently radioactive and two nuclides in particular are
of interest to us, Nickel 59 and Niobium 94, because they have very long
half lives. They become radioactive and they don't decay very rapidly.
We are talking about a half life of 20,000 years for Niobium 94.

Now the water that cools the reactor comes in here, comes down the outside
of the vessel, flows up through the core and out to boilers where it

will == it is very hot water, and it will cause other water to boil making
steam to drive a turbine. That water will contain radioactivity of a
different type. It's called an activation product.

There is a very small amount of corrosion going on in that reactor coolant
system, and these corrosion products, they are metals, are floating in

that core and they are becoming radioactive. They are becoming radioactive
cobalt, radioactive manganese, radioactive iron, the various constituents

of stainless steel.
Now what happens is they go out into the pipes and gradually they plate

out and they form a highly radioactive layer out there, but it is
principally cobalt 60 which has a 5.3 year half life.
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(Slide 9)

Let's look at the rest of the reactor coolant system, here we see a

human figure by the way for scale. Here is the reactor vessel again.

Here is where the hot water comes out, goes through the tall pipe into a
boiler. The boiler is merely a heat exchanger so that one can kecp the
reactor water on one side, never boiling, and the turbine generator water

on the other side, allowed to boil so that it can be piped off to the turbines.

The reactor water is returned by these large pumps for reheating.

Now that Cobalt 60 I mentioned 4s going to distribute itself around in

the boilers in these pipes, and in these pumps so that as p.rt of decom-
missioning one will have to deal with high levels of radioactivity there as
well.

Now ihat system. this is called a nuclear steam supply, or the reactor
coolant system by some --

(S1ide 10)

that's embedded in that large concrete containment building. For operational
safety reasons the reactor vessel and the boiler loops are encased in

heavy concrete, usually referred to as the biological shield. It provides
two things: one is that it shields radiation, it stops radiation during

the f..sion reaction. And secondly, it's there in the event of an accident.
If a pipe breaks it acts as a mechanical shield.

Now that structure of concrete in the area around the reactor can also

becone somewhat radioactive. Right up close to the reactor vessel there
are a few elements in the concrete that can become radioactive. So that
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if one is going to decommission one has to dig out the reactor, its core,
and this structure with care because of the radioactivity contained therein.

Now during ordinary operation of the plant there isn't an awful lot of
radioactivity in this building's atmosphere. You can move around in there,
it's the controlled zone. You can move around, there will be some leakage
or spillage, but this building has a steel lining typically, so that in
decommissioning one is going to clean the steel and then in essence have
what amounts to a non-radioactive outer building.

The main building itself is not likely to have any residual activity except
on the liner or on a few of the pipes going through it.

Now one of the major passages going through it ic a duct for spent fuel.
A1l reactors have spent fuel stored there until it can be shipped away.

(Slide 11)

I apologize, this is not a reactor spent fuel pool, but it is close enough.
This is a separate spent fuel storage pool. The only d fference here is
that it is larger.

Spent fuel, those bundles you see are those dark colored rectangles that

stick up out of the stainless steel pipes. A spent fuel bundle turns

black. Typically, it is a very satin black when it comes out of a pressurized
water reactor. It's a sort of a reddish black when it comes out of a

boiling water reactor. These are the activation products on it, the corrosion

products.

The fuel is stored in a large swimming pool type storage basin. There is
relatively little radioactivity coming off of it now. There is radiation.
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That water is primarily for shielding, for biological shielding. And to
some extent for cooling. But there is very little material coming off.

The water in most pools is clean, but in order to decommission a plant one
has to dispose of the spent fuel and then clean this pool, the walls and
the sumps and the pipes that served it.

(Slide 12)

That pool is usually in the auxiliary building, so let's look at that plant
again and ask ourselves, where is or was the radioactivity?

The reactor vessel is in here, the reactor coolant system, the biolegical
shield, the spent fuel pool in this particular plant is in the building
over here. There are other systems.

But the radioactive waste treatment system, storage tanks, you see these
tanks out here, outside the building, those tanks there do get radioactive
to a fairly mild degree.

The basic thing then is that one finds that the nuclear power plant is
highly radioactive right around this building. But is progressively less
radioactive and becomes virtually non-radioactive when you get away from
the reactor building. So that there is a great deal of the plant which is
not decommissionable for reasons of radiological health and safety.

If 1 were to come in at the end of useful life and say that I'11 tear down
that cooling tower, I would not be doing that for reasons of radiological
health and safety. I might be doing it for site restoration, for cosmetic
reasons, for some environmental property reasons, but not for radiological
health and cafety.
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And one of the very important things in our mind is, we authorize the
construction of this whole thing. And by we, I mean the NRC. Should we be
concerned about the destruction of the whole thing, or should we confine
our attention to the radioactivity? This is one of the questions ~e are
anxious to discuss with the States.

(S1ide 13)
Let's turn to some history.

The number of reactors that have been decommissioned is larger than this.
There is a goodly number of small reactors, little research swimming pool
type reactors, but they don't really teach us very much about decommissioning
a large reactor because they are so simple. They are a little bit more
complicated than that spent fuel pool you saw, but they really aren't
teaching us a whole lot about the major job of decommissioning.

These reactors are ones that have been decommissioned from the first
generation of reactors and they are all fairly small, in megawatts
thermal ranging from even a fraction to 256 megawatts. For perspective,
a major power reactor today is 3,000 or more megawatts thermal. S¢ it's
way above this range.

Now we don't have experience on decommissioning a major power reactor
because we don't have any to be decommissioned yet. They are all fairly
new and they are all very valuable to their owners.

Now these were decommissioned, but notice something, mothballed, mothballed,

mothballed. You see that throughout. That is a temporary form of decommis-
sioning. Tomorrow in the detailed discussion of a reactor decommissioning
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analysis you will hear terms defined more specifically, but in a nut shell,
mothballing is just temporary storage. It is to remove the fuel and the
easily removable radioactivity a'd then padlock the door and guard it.

Well, what you will find is many of these reactors are on sites with other
reactors. Here is one that is not far from us also, Peach Bottom. Peach
Bottom 1 is mothballed, and it can be practically mothballed and guarded
and provided with proper health physics surveillance for almost no cost
because it is on a site with Peach Bottom 2, and Peach Bottom 3 which are
very large power reactors in operation. So every third sample that the
health physicist runs is on that 1 ttle one that's in mothballs. And the
net cost of that is very, very small.

So if we look to these for precedent, for exampies of what useful experience
we have, we don't see too many.

Here's a dismantled one, but it's very small.

Here are some that are entombed, where the radioactivity is cast in some
sort of concrete mausoleum and left there forever, indefinitely. And there
is one place in Elk River, Minnesota, that's north of Minneapolis-St. Paul
that was dismantlied. And this one gets a great deal of attention and is
perhaps one of the more useful pieces of experience from this whole set of
reactors.

(Slide 14)
Just looking at that example briefly, the Elk River reactor is a small
boiling water reactor, it was set up as part of the power reactor demonstra-

tion program with a contract whereby the Federal Government in essence
said, look, if you operate that thing we'd give you a lot of financial
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assistance and we'll cut a deal with you. We'll own it until it has gone
through the check out period and some reasonable period of operation. And
then if you like it you can buy it from the Federal Government or if you
don't we'll take it away. And the owner said, I don't like it, it is not
efficient, it's not what | want, take it away.

So the reactor only operated from 1962 to 1968 and it was decommissioned in
the years 1972 to '74. Now, when I say here that the method of decommission-
ing was dismantling, I am referring to the reactor itself, to the nuclear
steam supply as you will see in a few pictures in a moment.

The power plant, what we usually think of as the power plant, that's the
turbine generator that generates the electricity, was almost brand new.

And they converted it to operate on a coal boiler and to continue operation
as a power plant which it does today.

In early 1972, the program made a detailed estimate of what it would cost
to dismantle that little reactor and they estimated 5.1 million dollars,
documented it, and about two and a half years later, when they were done,
it came out to be 5.7 million dollars which was not bad, about a 15 percent
over run in that short span of time. It is sort of a clue on what sort of
uncertainty one might have, or certainty in cost.

(Slide 15)

A few pictures of the Elk River. This is the installation of the plasma
torch manipulator. In order to cut up that reactor you can't go near the
thing. You can't get in there bare walled, you have to do it under water,
and it's a thing like an acetylene torch, a plasma torch, and it goes right
down into the reactor vessel and cuts through the steel.
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Now you can see here, if you look at this, this is not a very large reactor.

The inside diameter of that was, I think, only about 6 or 7 feet. Not very
large compared to today's reactors, in the relatively thin reacotr vessel,
about 3 inches thick whereas some of the big pressurized water reactors
today run 8 to 9 inches.

(Slide 16)

Now here is the reactor building. This is the containment building. Some
of them have a flatter top, some of them have a domed top. And after
having cut up the reactor vessel, the building was cut open somewhat and
the internal parts of the building were being hauled away. Notice in the
background there is a big building here, and that's where the turbine is.
And that strange looking catwalk like structure is an elevator for hauling
coal and you will see more of that later.

So the reactor building was gutted and then stripped.

(Slide 17)
And then the iast saction of subgrade steel, this is where the reactor used
to be and they dug the pieces out of the ground and there you see now the
coal plant in the background.

(Slide 18)

And then when ETk River was done they had a parking lot, they had a coal
plant with a parking lot. And this is where the reactor had been, right

here.
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In our calculation, which you will hear more about tomorrow morning, we are
taking the whole station down to a parking lot hypothetically, in order
that we have a reasonable estimate of all possible costs. We will discuss
this with you at great length, and we may come to the joint conclusion that
neither one of us cares who knocks down the cooling tower. And if financial
assurance for decommissioning is held for the future, it might be confined
just to cleaning up the reacotr building. But we want the option to be
open.

So we are calculating the entire cost of taking the whole reactor station,
reactor buildings, control buildings, warehouses, everything down to this
kind of a parking lot status.

(Slide 19)

You will get a little bit more about this tomorrow. But here is the compari-
son, just a quick comparison, of Elk River and Trojan, the reference reactor
for our pressurized water reactor study, and you see the differences.

The differences are pretty significant. And *he years of operation here,
that plant only operated for 6 years and it wasn't even full power operation
for all of the 6 years. And we estimate on a major power reactor that more
than 30 years, greater than 30 years would be the operating life.

I would like to single out here that there is no exact time to stoup operating
a reactor or a power plant of any kind. The operational economics are what
usually will shut the plant down, when the cost of replacement fuel, mainten-
ance, and all other factors is such that the power company is not getting

an efficient operation out of it, and can turn to another machine.

They will do so and the plant will either be put on some sort of a standby
for emergency use only or it will be shut down, and in the case of a nuclear
plant, decommissioned.
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We estimate 30 years life, 35 years life, maybe 40 years life. The NRC
licenses these plants for 40 years from the date of construction permit.

Since a typical plant takes about 6 years to build, you would then project
34 years of operation and they don't have to shut off the reactor, but to
operate it any further they have to get a license renewal and the thing has
to be reevaluated to see if it is still in good shape. So the operating
life of a power plant is not that hard and fast a thing.

(Slide 20)
Let me just briefly go through our existing criteria for decommissioning.

If you are not familiar with the Code of Federal Regulations and many of
you probably are not, we use a shorthand. Title 10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations is Energy. CFR standing for Code of Federal Regulations. And
then we have parts and sections.

The part 50 of Title 10 is concerned with licensing reactors, enrichment
plants (if we ever do license them), and fuel reprocessing plants (if we
ever do license them).

We have in that part 50.33, section 50.33 which says that before we can
lirense a facility, a power reactor say, we must be assured that the owner
is financially competent, capable, has the resources to hire a good crew,

to train it properly, to deal with the spare parts and the emergencies that
go with the power plant, that has all of the resources necessary to safely
operate it, and to shut down, and that includes decommissioning that nuclear
facility.
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There is an appendix to part 50, appendix C that spells out in detail the
sort of financial information we need to support that finding. But decommis-
sioning is not singled out. Decommissioning is not emphasized in that sort
of a consideration. There is another part, 50.82, that says that when a
facility is ready for decommissioning, then the owner comes to the NRC and
says this is how I would like to decommission it. We review and approve

the plan, or have it cnanged as necessary. But that's at the end of life,
that's at the end of the whole thing.

So there 1s an end of life approach right in the regulations. And the only
guidance that exists really is a regulatory guide. That does not have the
force of regulation, that is the NRC working Staff speaking to the outside
to the regulated industry and saying, if you want a good idea of how we
tend to review thec2 things hare is what we think are acceptable decommis-
sioning modes. And that regulatory guide says well, one way you can do it
is mothballing, another way is entombment, another is dismantling, and
another way is conversion.

Well, mothballing, and I said befor2, is temporary. It's not a solution,

not a final solution. Entombment and dismantling are certainly two final
choices, and conversion is scmewhat -- well, I sometimes say it's irrelevant,
but it really isn't, it's a complicating factor if you try to salvage some
of the plant for some other purpose.

But if I look at that regulatory guide I say to myself, it's not enough.
Right now I think it is appropriate that we have more definitive guidance,
and wore definitive regulations.

For fuel cycle facilities we have an appendix for that part 50, for fuel
reprocessing plants that gets more specific about decommissioning, more
basic veyu.. 2m2nts. But it is somewhat academic, because we are not
licensing reprocessing plants.
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The other facilities, uranium mills, fuel fabrication plants, and others,
there is a little bit of what we have for the reactors as far as financial
assurance. But nothing with real teeth, nothing that requires funds to be
set aside in any firm fashion. It is more or less just look at, and
evaluate, and judge financial competence.

We have some residue limits, both in the reactor reg guide and other
auides for clean up. They don't have the force of reguiation. They are
not highly tested and, what shall I say, force-of-law clean up criteria,
but they are not bad ones, they do exist there. And the more we look at
them in light of the current evaluations, the more reasonable they do
zppear to be.

(Slide 21)

Well, right now, what do we do to evaluate decommissioning when the reacto:
license is granted? Well, basically it's done in a very simple fashion,
and perhaps too simply.

The licensee, or the person proposing to get a license for the reactor
identifies a mode of decommissioning and the cost as a representative
number. The NRC Staff considers that cost and when that cost would take
place in judging whether that company is financially competent. And then,
in the environmenta® statement, you will find a cost-benefit analysis. How
many mils per kilowatt hour does it cost to generate electricity with that
plant or an alternative coal plant. And you will find the decommissioning
cost buried as a small portion of the mils per kilowatt-hour cost.

Now, when it comes to iunding, who is going to set aside the money?
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(Slide 22)

wWho is going to control that money? Who will make that requirement? NRC
does not do it.

I put here an example, this is a fairly recent adoption by the State of New
York, which we got in a comment in our decommissioning proceedings. And

the State of New York Public litility Commission, acting out of the philosophy
that the costs should be borne by the customer served by that plant, in
essence has set up a cash sinking fund invested in the utility's own

assets. Basically they say the plant is going to depreciate not to zero
value, but at the end of its life to a negative value. That value being

the cost to decommission it.

You know there is no salvage value there, it's a penalty when you are
through, so you write off the plant to a negative salvage value and the
utility charges a fraction of that cost as a depreciation expense as they
go along.

So each customer pays a pro rata share and the utility puts that money into
a reserve fund. And in that reserve fund which is moving around inside
company resources, just like short term capital, the utility has to be

sure == I should say, the Public Utility Commission makes sure that the
utility will not count that in their rate base, or get liens against,
borrow money against it. So that has to be used, those resources are used
but they are not owned by the power company.

And since they are in the short term cash flow, they can get a rate of
return that's very high, so it is 1ike having a sort of an escrow account
for the electricity customer with a 15 percent return, 15 percent interest
rate.
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Well, there is a drawback te this, and I just got another letter from the
State of New York recently, and others have recegnized the same problem.
When you collect money this way it is apparently judged by the IRS to be a
business expense and subject to Federal Income Tax which can, in effect,
roughly dcuble the cost, the full Federal Corporate Income Tax. It is
suggested by some that if this were an irrevocable trust it could be

treated something 1ike a pension plan and if that were done the IRS wouldn't
tax it and you would thereby double, or I should say halve the cost to the
customer. But I don't know what you would do with the interest yield on an
irrevocable trust. It probably would be lower.

So there is some subtlety here. But an interesting point. Who does this,
who does the deciding on should it be a blind trust, an irrevocable trust.
An open account like this, how does it appear in the rate structure of a
regulated public utility? Right now many tell us that we don't have any
authority to meddle in that, that the statutes of the United States and the
respective states reserve that to the State Regulatory Commissions and the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission under certain circumstances.

(Slide 23)
Let me just summarize, what's wrong with the present decommissioning policy?

First of =11 we don't have recognized criteria that are widely known and
widely understood for how clean is clean in soils, on surfaces, and in
burial. We need these.

We don't have a ciear policy on the permissible modes of decommissioning.
We don't even say when in our guidance, there is nothing that says irf you
mothball a plant you can only leave it in mothballs for 10 years, or 20
years, or 0 years. Everything is quite indefinite. A very bad aspect of
the present policy.
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There is lack of a clear policy on financial assurance. The NRC sort of
touches on it, but really doesn't get into it. We are in a passover mode,
we leave it to the states. But it's not clear that we do. We don't

have any clear deal to leave it to you. We have never sat down with you
and said look you do that and we will do this.

And little is being done to see that plants are being designed to facilitate
decommissioning. If we really look at this thoroughly we might find design
features that would make it a lot easier, a lot less costly to decommission.

(Slide 24)

So what are we doing about it. We are going through a complete reevaluation
of our policy on all our activities. We are trying to do a whole body of
detailed technical studies, such that we will have enough information to
make reasonable judgments about the whole spectrum of the question. And
then we will go into a rule making mode. That's the normal procedure
whereby the Federal Government says here is a new regulation and we propose
it and the public can get in and contest it and the whole public process
goes on.

This one is unique because we see we have deep mutual interest with the
states. Many of these facilities we are worried about are also licensed by
the states. We have related responsibilities because there are facilities
that you license and we don't.

(Slide 25)

An accelerator which is a frequent tool in industry now, and in research,
is a machine. It's not a nuclear reactor; it is a machine that generates
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radioactivity. It makes things radioactive. Now those are state licensed,
NRC has nothing to do with them.

Naturally occurring radioactivity, radium things, there are radium smoke
detectors, and radium needles used in medical therapy, these are state
licensed. Naturally occurring radioactivity, we don't license, we have no
jurisdiction over it.

So we see this work as being potentially useful in State -- in related
State work where the problems are similar and where the cost information,
the detailed technical analyses may be quite useful.

(Slide 26)

So we are looking at this rule making on decommissioning and we are trying
to keep certain thoughts in mind. One of them is, and it's not a trivial
thought, that the responsibility for decommissioning is what is really
urgently needed, not the act of decommissioning.

There are a lot of facilities out there that need to be decommissioned.

The classic example, NFS-West Valley, New York, but those facilities are

not teetering on the brink of a disaster. They are a mess needing to be
cleaned up and what is needed urgently is clear assignment of responsibility.

So that's an important thing in our mind, the assignment of responsibility.
Not actually plunging forward te decommission this facility or that. And
in our policy and rule making, very strong emphasis to remember, we want to
say what is an acceptable method, how far dc you have to clean it, when
must it be done, and how can we be sure that the money or the resource will

be available?




Those are the four key features of the thing. And we see the difficulty of
coming to grips with the problem arising in two areas. In residue limits

and in surety arrangements because both of these deeply involve the responsi-
bilities of others.

Residue 1imits deeply involve the Environmental Protection Agency and all
of the states in which these facilities are used.

Surety arrangements -- who is going to pay for it and how to clean it up.
These also involve us, they involve the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
and they involve the states. So what we set up as a program is a pattern

of information reports.

(Slide 27)

These are detailed studies. You will hear an explanation of the results of
the first two of these tomorrow.

These are large reactors, a pressurized water reactor, and a boiling water
reactor. One each to see what are the costs, what are different ways you
can do it, what does it take to do it, is the technology available to do
it? And then on fuel cycle facilities and others, a fuel reprocessing
plant, a mixed oxide fabrication, & low level burial ground, a uranium
mill, a fuel fabrication plant, and a UF6 conversion plant in parallel so
as not to waste the fresh minds we are using on those subjects. We are
doing studies on what one might do to facilitate decommissioning, both on
reactors and fuel cycles.

So you see this information flow. And that is the fiscal year, by the way,

Government fiscal year '78, '79 and '80. Our priorities are to get the big
reactor studies done first, but we definitely want them separate so that we
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can learn certain things in doing one, and factor that learning into the
conduct of the second.

We have finished this one, we have finished the fuel reprocessing plant, we
are almost finished with this mixed oxide one. It's in house for review
prior to publication right now.

These are the principal reports. The ones you will hear about tomorruw are
the pressurized water reactor and the fuel reprocessing plant.

Now what will we do with these information reports?
(Slide 28)

Here is the basic program. If one is to develop a new regulation with the
significant environmental impact it should be done by an environmental
impact appraisal.

So the core of this whole thing is some technical work leading to an environ-
mental impact statement. We divide the technical work into three basic
areas.

One of them is financial assurance. One of them is radioactive residues,
and the third, which is important internally to us, is generic applicability.

Now I've said financial assurance is who is going to pay, and how, and
when, and who will control it. Radioactive residues is how clean is clean.
What is an acceptable level of radioactive contamination that one can walk
away from. The generic applicability important to us is that if we study
carefully the Trojan Nuclear Power Plant in Oregon, does that information
apply to the Three-Mile Island Nuclear Plant here in Pennsylvania, or to
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the Oconee Plant in South Carolina? It's how generic is this information,
how generally applicable is it? We have to be very careful there that we
don't miss things.

So we want to think through these issues and develop this environmental
impact statement, but we recognize the role of the states. So what we do,
as soon as we have started with this plan, we have scheduled this and two
other workshops. This diamond here is the State workshops whereby we sit
down with you and we are asking you are we doing this intelligently? With
the guidance we get from you we go back and put down on paper what we are
thinking, which way are we going in the EIS? What are the patterns coming
out? What is the set of our mind coming? Then we sit down with you again
and discuss the issues with you, what we think are the right procedures or
pol'cy so that then when we have come up to the Commission with the policy
statement, a proposed rule, and have comple“ed the environmental impact
statement, we have had the benefit f your advice twice on how we approached
it, and what we are thinking of.

Now there is still a public rule making you know, if you have said, after
advising us twice, that we still acted like the most stupid dolt you ever
saw, you could still come in to the public rule making and call us that.
You lose no rights by coming here, you know. This is gravy for us so we
hope it's gravy for you.

(Slide 29)
These workshops we are holding are to solicit State views on jurisdiction
ard residues, so that we can get specific guidance. We are trying to do

this before our thoughts are cast in bronze. We are consciously trving to
come in here without having made up our minds.
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And the first set of workshops, this one, and the other two next week, are
to discuss the approach we are using, the questions we are asking and the
results of our first two reports.

The next round of workshops in 1979 are to discuss with ou how it is
coming out. That would be a discussion of policy. And the final results
on this thing.

So what can you do to participate?

(S1ide 30)

You can take an active role, you can speak your state's or your agency with
the state's views on all of these key issues. Those of you who have the
expertise can critique these technical studies that we are doing. If the
Radiation Control Program Directors disagree with some of the radiation
control analyses in there, we welcome that kind of peer review.

And then after we are through you can participate in our rule making process
as usual. And if you have work of your own, regulation of naturally occur-
ring radioactivity of accelerators and things like that, you can take
separata State actions whether that be legislative or executive action to
deal with that.

(Slide 31)

So let me cover the guestions that we have put in your handouts. We
started this whole program with a Federal Register notice in which we asked
a series of questions in what I corsider in retrospect a more stilted way.
We are trying to recast them into a wcve free flowing layman's terminology
here, and I divided them into three sections. There are fourteen quest.ons.
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And the first -- I would just like to go through these. I would like to
say I welcome discussion and questions now, but I don't want to replace the
purpose of the workshop which is for you to discuss these questions with
yourselves. So tonight let's make sure we are just getting an idea of what
are the bounds of the questions. What are the topics, rather than what are
your views. I think it would be constructive if you withheld your views
for your internal discussion in the workshop groups.

So the first question. Do the states have an acceptable role in the plan?
Are we just giving you a ritual pose here or are you in a position to get
your views heard, get them heard at the right time, and heard in an effec-
tive fashion? Are the technical reports adequate? We've got these great

big fancy reports, you have received two of them now. Are we really covering
something comprehensively and adequately, or are they just a pile of numbers,
a pile of calculations? We are looking for this kind of comment. If we

are looking at the right facilities, if we are looking at the right alterna-
tives for those facilities.

Should we modify the plan in some way? Can you suggest any modification to
the plan in order to either make your participation more effective, or to
have better information?

Now when one gets into decommissioning plans, I will be covering shortly
the comments we have received from the public, from you people and the
states formally, and from industry, since we have started on this effort.
I think it will be useful to you to hear these comments.

Many have suggested the detailed decommissioning plans. That's right --
once you define detail, we usually think of a detailed decommissioning plan
as a very exact thing saying exactly how you will knock down the building,
package the waste, take it away, where you will send it, all of that.
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Some argue that that should be in place before you issue a facility.

Others say you are to wait. You know by the end of 40 years life, and

maybe 30 years holding, it will be a totally different ball game. It will
be a di“ferent thing altogether. And you are just wasting your time setting
up a plan in advance.

Is delay in decommissioning justified? That is, the facility is at the

end of its life, it is just sitting there, is it okay to let it sit for a
while to save money, or to save radiation exposure? Is permanent entombment
of that “azility -- this is the King Tut's tomb approach -- is that an
accentable method of decommissioning? If we do that then we gradually
a~.cumulate entombed facilities here and there.

Let's look at another set of questions here.
(Slide 32)
This next set of three is related to clean up criteria.
Should the criteria extend to building structures and components that are
not contaminated? My favorite example is the cooling tower. Should we

care, should we require the demolition of cooling towers or nonradioactive
buildings?

Now, a delicate one, can clean up criteria, these are radioactive clean up
criteria, can they be developed by the Federal Government in such a way
that the states can endorse and follow them?

One of the great problems, as I see it, is that if the Federal Government

licenses a facility and then says if you clean it up to my criteria it is
acceptable for you to walk away. And if the host state disagrees with my
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criteria, we have created a nightmare because then I will authorize that
fellow to walk away and the state will be very upset and take him to court
or whatever has to be done to get the place cleaned up properly. And the
real issue is one that the State and the Federal Government ought to get
together and have consensus standards of some sort. Can this be done?

Now, what is the basis for such a standard? We are considering here a
standard that would be based on the risk to an individual, risk of radiation.
And we use the term here that some of you who are not radiation trained
might not know. One millirem per year. This is one of the numbers, it's
not the proposed standard, it's not the only number we use, but it's one.
It's a sample.

One millirem per year is a very low level of radiation.

(Slide 33)

For those of you without the background in the field, I included a very
simple sheet to give you a perspective on what sort of radiation you receive
without fooling around with radioactive facilities. And if you look at
radiation exposures that one gets from the world around us, if you fly
occasionally you ran be getting a radiation exposure from fiying of 1, or

2, or 3 millirem per year.

[f you are a frequent air traveler you will get a radiation exposure on the
order of some 10's of millirem per year. The average person in the United
States gets something like 100 millirem per year just living where you
live. You get that radiation from the rocks in the soil, from the cosmic
rays coming from outer space, from the chemicals .1 your body, from a
variety of sources.
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wow if you live out in the Colorado mountains, you know back of Denver,
Leadville, places like that, two things are operating there. Ore is you

are a lot closer to heaven so you get a lot more cosmic ray ation. And
secondly, you have a lot more big rocks around you giving you more radiation.
So that the natural background gets you up around 200 millirem per year.

And there are even peculiar places in the world where the average radiation
of millirem per year is very, very large, but these are in parts of the
world where the wear and tear of every day life kind of masks anything the
radiation might do to you. And most of these are due to Monazite Sands;
they are mineral deposits that are radioactive.

(Slide 34)

The last set of questions deal with who should pay. And you really ought
to sort this out because is it the company that pays, is it the user, or
the beneficiary of the facility that pays? And also you might ask in this
question here, it will come up, who should guarantee? You know, if the
calculation was wrong, or if something occurred, where should contingency
assurance come from?

Getting back up to question 11, should financial responsibility requirements
be imposed by the Federal Government, and by that if someone is going to
require a million dollars a year to be put into an escrow account, and
monitor it, and control it, should the Federal Government do it? Should
the Public Utility Commission do it, or who?

Should funds be set aside in the advance? You know, cash on the barrel

head on day one. Or could it be accumulated in a sinking fund, you know, 2
percent per year, or 10 percent per year. Some sliding scale.
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Who should hold these funds as they are accumulated? I mentioned earlier
the question of irrevocable trusts, who holds it, the tax picture gets into
it. It gets very sticky, very complex.

And then how can you deal with uncertainties? My own view is when you look
at the matter, and ! urge you to look at the results you will hear about
tomorrow, you look at the thing and I think the man hour estimates are
reasonably good. How many man hours it takes to knock down a wall, or how
many truck loads of concrete rubble it takes to haul it away.

But when you look at the amount of labor in the calculation, how many man
hours at what dollar per hour rate. When you look at the uncertainty about
what the labor rate would be, and labor productivity on anything that's
heavy in labor, and you look at the fact that the event itself, the event
of decommissioning can be 40 or 50 or even 75 yeafs in the future, to me
the dominant uncartainty is not how many man hours or truck loads of rubble,
it's what will inflation do between now and then. What will be the effect
of interest yields between now and then? Where could I put money to even
be assured that it broke even?

I have some mutual fund stock that I insist on holding that's been awful.

For 20 years it hasn't kept up with inflation and I keep believing that

next year it will. And how would 1 feel if the funds set aside for decommis-
sioning were in an escrow like that? That, in my view, is where the uncertain-
ties are.

But that's the thrust of this question. How can we deal with these uncertain-
ties? Would it be appropriate to collect the little extra money in every
case where the 'ittle extra money would only cover that case, that would be
extra money in accrual for each facility just in case, and I don't know

what to do with it at the end.

93



Or how about a general fund? Someone, the State Government or the Federal
Government having a contingency fund for this purpose, or third party
responsibility. This is the thrust of this question.

Now turning away from the questions, let me just quickly go through the
comments we've received.

(S1ide 35)

We had two publications in the Federal Register on which we received public
comments. Jne was the Federal Register notice that announced this whole
reevaluation of decommissioning. The other was related to the Public
Interest Research Group petition which was received last year.

(Slide 36)

Now just briefly on the Public Interest Research Group petition, the essence
of their petition is that we should require bonds held in escrow for every
reactor to assure the availability of decommissioning funds and that the
operator is going to pay, not future generations. And as is our practice
with a petition or a major rule making, we put some infcrmation in the
Federal Register and solicit outside comments.

(Slide 37)

what we did on the PIRG petition was unique to the character of it. We put
out a Federal Register notice announcing and asking for comments and we
specifically wrote to each Public Utility Commission and said here is
something we think involves you or it affects you so we would lTike to have
your comments specifically.
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We also met with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission because of their
involvement in rate setting and the like, and we began a lengthy exploration
with surety companies in order to explore if we wanted to get a bond, and

we picked a number, 50 million dollars, and we wanted to get a 50 million
dollar bond, what would you charge, what would be the terms, what would be
the conditions?

(Slide 38)

Now the comments we received from the Federal Register notice and here this
is a pro, or in favor of their petition, many of them said accelerate your
research on decommissioning, get the technology to be able to decommission.
Update your regulations, and for a reason that is not too clear to us, many
of these comments followed a pattern in suggesting they were people in the
same group, many of them called for a 13 million dollar escrow bond. And
the exact origin of the 13 million dollars is not too clear.

From the numbers you will hear tomorrow, you will see 13 million dollars is
not a whole lot of money for a decommissioning, for a prompt dismantling
certainly. It would fall far short.

(Slide 39)

Now against PIRG, and I might say many of these comments do come from the
industry, the public utilities, saying the present requirements are adequate,
bonding is uneconomical and inflexible, and you ought to do a systematic
evaluation before getting new requirements out. But a very important
comment, you don't have the authority under the Atomic Energy Act or the
National Environmental Policy Act to do this. '
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That was a common comment.

And the corollary is that FERC, or the State Public Utility Commission's
are the ones that do have that.

(Slide 40)

Now when we put out the Federal Register nctice on this whole program, we
put cut six questions in a somewhat more formal fashion on the desirability
and form of criteria for cleanup, timing of decommissioning plans, surety
arrangements, residue limits, timing of decommissioning -- not the plans
but the activity, and lastly, criteria for uncontaminated components. You
know, the cooling towers, and pumps and things that are not contaminated.

(Slide 41)
well, I'11 just go through these rather quickly.
Regarding question number one about criteria, many people -- there's a
whole chorus of answers, yes, yes, yes, everybody says criteria are urgently
needed and you need to define what you mean by decommissioning.
The whole pattern of answers betrays that there is a lack of clarity.

(Slide 42)
wWhen we look at the criteria, those that are against them again, feel that

everything is fine, you don't need rigid requirements. Stand back and
don't fool around with this.
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(S1ide 43)

As far as plans are concerned, some argue you should have very detailed

plans, and based on demonstrated techniques. Now one of the patterns you

see in this, and it's evident in many discussions I've had on decommissioning,
there is an underlying feeling in the minds of many that the technology
decommissioning does not exist. That we don't really know how to do it and
consequently it's an urgent problem.

This is an extrapolation of the situation at NFS-West Valley. I'd be happy
to discuss that case in detail with anyone, it's a fascinating case, but I
would just emphasize it is not representative, it is very unique. But it
has been extrapolated because that case is such a nightmare that everything
else must be like that too.

(Slide 44)

And so with plans you see this sort of thing where many members of the
public and State Governments feel that you must have detailed plans in
order to establish this technology. And many members of the industry
said oh, you don't have the problems, stand fast, don't worry.

(S1ide 45)

As far as funding is concerned, again you can see a polarization. Those
argue that funding in advance is required, that there should be some sort
of plan, there should he some sort of accrual. A common thread that one
has heard is the current users, the beneficiaries should pay for it. You
shouldn't wait 75 years and then scrounge around in the coffers of the
company to find the 40 million dollars or whatever it has inflated to to do
the job.
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(Slide 46)

The funding, there are a number of comments .nat pointed out that sureties
are undue cost and that they don't necessarily provide present funding.

One of the things you find, if you really look into bonding, surety financing
of some kind, there are so many permutations and combinations of that, that
what you might have is an insurance policy more than a bond. And you

aren't guaranteeing who is paying for it, you are leaving a responsibility
that perhaps the company at the time of the activity will pay for it, and

all you are doing is providing some guarantee that the company will have

the money.

Once again, in the funding, NRC authority is questioned because of the
Atomic Energy Act, and the National Environmental Policy Act. The argument
is made that the NRC doesn't have the authority to regulate the funds for
decommissioning on reactors.

(Slide 47)

Now the residual limits, the one I cited in the questions, or 1 millirem
per year which is not hard and fast, but is an example, has been suggested
as a comment.

I might point out that an industry group, the Atomic Industrial Forum, has
published a study recently proposing something like that critericn, one
millirem per year for the total body, three millirem per year for an organ,
as the clean up criteria. And that's a very conservative value.

I am trying to think of another adjective for it. One could argue for a
higher level of tolerance for radioactive contamination, but right now the
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thing traces ultimately to Environmental Protection Agency standard, and
there is no such standard in existence yet.

Others have argued, and for those of you who are Radiation Control Program
Directors you can appreciate some of these other arguments, for limits
which are higher than one millirem per year, or thereabouts.

(Slide 48)

And then as far as timing, and this is timing of the act, when should one
decommission? When should one dismantle, or entomb, or whatever you are
doing. And there's a broad spectrum of response. No one proposes longer
than 100 years. The Environmental Protection Agency has recently proposed
a criterion that says you shouldn't count on institutional controls, you
know guards and surveillance and stuff like that, for more than a period of
about 100 years. And much of the comment we received is consistent with
that thinking. Some say let it decay for some time, reduce the dose rate,
reduce the cost by letting the radioactivity decay for a few years.

But we got no recommendations of indefinite storage or holding.
(Slide 49)

And then the applicability, some say everything should be returned to
nature. It's very hard to define what nature is.

Here again, the argument is: what is your authority. The NRC cannot
require cooling towers to be knocked down because they have nothing to do
with our jurisdiction. So in essence many of the comments here are pointing
out that there are other mechanisms such as local zoning restrictions, or
potential use of the site, reuse for another purpose, that is a sufficient
basis for a decision on what to do once the radioactivity is gone.
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With that, I have outlined the comments we have received, for whatever use
they are to you. We don't do these things by vote, just getting 26 comments
in favor, and 20 comments against doesn't mean in favor is going to win.

But it's useful to get the view of the public, the view of the states on
these matters.

I will be happy to discuss anything here, or review any of this material
you would like. We can go into question and answer right now.
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REEVALUATICN AND REVISION
OF
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
POLICY ON
DECOMMISSIONING OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES

Slide 1
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DECOMMISSIONING OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES

1. WHAT ARE THESE FACILITIES AND WHAT DOES IT MEAN
TO DECOMMISSION THEM?

2. HAVE ANY BEEN DECOMMISSIONED?

3. WHAT ARE THE PRESENT REQUIREMENTS FOR
DECOMMISSIONING?

4. WHAT IS NRC DOING ABOUT DECOMMISSIONING?
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TERMINOLOGY
DECOMMISSIONING: REMOVAL FROM SERVICE

AND DISPOSITION OF RESIDUE

TEMPORARY DECOMMISSIONING

SAFE STORAGE
— VARIOUS BARRIERS
— CONTINUING CARE

FIrNAL DECOMMISSIONING
DISMANTLING
— REMOVAL OF RESIDUE
— UNRESTRICTED RELEASE

ENTOMBMENT
— SEALING OF RESIDUE
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SCOPE

CC'\'FRS
e WHOLE RANGE OF LICENSES
e ALL DECOMMISSICNING ALTERNATIVES

DOES NOT COVER
e HIGH LEVEL WASTE PROGRAM
e LOW LEVEL WASTE PROGRAM

SOFT SPOTS

e FORM/DISTANCE/COST FOR WASTE SHIPMENTS
e RESIDUAL ACTIVITY STANDARDS
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OTHER LICENSES

URANIUM MILLS

FUEL FABRICATION
AND CONVERSION

LLW BURIAL GROUNDS

MATERIAL LICENSES

~60% INDUSTRIAL
~40% MEDICAL & ACADEMIC

~19

> 20,000
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Control Rod
Drive Nozzles

Control Rod

Plenum Guide Tubes

Cover
Core
Plenum S;.r‘)';:l);t
Cylinder
Inlet
Nozzle

Outlet Nozzle

Thermal
Shield

Core Barrel
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Assembly
Elliptical
Flow Distributor
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Pressurized Water Reactor

Babcock & Wilcox
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MNuciear Steam System

Babcock & Wilcox
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Nuclear Steam System -Typica: arrangement in building

Babcock & Wilcox
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DECOMMISSIONED POWER, DEMONSTRATION, AND TEST

REACTOR

SAXTON
SEFOR

WESTINGHOUSE TEST

REACTOR

NASA PLUMBROOK

GE EVESR
B&W

HALLAM

PIQUA

ELK RIVER
BONUS

VBWR

FERMI |

CVTR

PEACH BOTTOM
PATHFINDER

REACTORS
SIZE DECOMMISSIONING
(MWt) MODE SELECTED LOCATION
23.5 MOTHBALLED SAXTON, PA.
20 MOTHBALLED STRICKLER, ARKANSAS
60 MOTHBALLED WALTZ MILL, PA.
0.1 MOTHBALLED SANDUSKY, OHIO
17 MOTHBALLED ALAMEDA CO., CA.
6 DISMANTLED
EXCEPT FOR SOME
CONCRETE
STRUCTURES LYNCHBURG, VIRGINIA
256 ENTOMBMENT HALLAM, NE.
ak ENTOMBMENT PIQUA, OHIO
58 DISMANTLED ELK RIVER, MN.
50 ENTOMBMENT PUERTO RICO
50 MOTHBALLED ALAMEDA CO., CA.
200 MOTHBALLED MONROE CO., Ml.
65 MOTHBALLED SOUTH CAROLINA
115 MOTHBALLED YORK CO., PA.
190 CONVERSION AND

MOTHBALLING SIOUX FALLS, SOUTH
DAKOTA
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EXAMPLE DECOMMISSIONING

REACTOR
REACTOR OUTPUT
OPERATED
DECOMMISSIONED

METHOD OF
DECOMMISSIONING

ESTIMATED COST

ACTUAL COST

ELK RIVER
58.2 MWth
1962-1968
1972-1974

DISMANTLING FOR
UNRESTRICTED RELEASE

$5.1M

$5.7M



Installation of Plasma Torch
Manipulator
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Dome of Building Open
for Equipment Removal
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EXTRAPOLATION OF EXPERIENCE

ELK RIVER TROJAN
REACTOR TYPES BWR FANR
~ REACTOR OUTPUT, MWth 58.2 3500
i REACTOR VESSEL WALL
p THICKNESS; INCHES 3 8.5
y YEZ RS OF OPERATION 6 > 30
DISMANTLING COST ($M) °.7% 42.1**

* DOES NOT INCLUDE STEAM PLANT AND HEAT REJECTION - 1973 COLLARS
**¥ INCLUDES ALL STATION FACILITIES AND LAST FULL CORE - 1978 DOLLARS
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EXISTING CRITERIA FOR DECOMMISSIONING

REACTORS

* 10 CFR 50.33 FOR FINANCIAL QUALIFICATIONS

* 10 CFR 50.82 FOR DECOMMISSIONING PLANS
* R.G. 1.86 FOR DECOMMISSIONING MODES AND RESIDUE

LIMITS

FUEL CYCLE AND OTHERS

e 10 CFR 50 APPENDIX “F” FOR REPROCESSING PLANT
e 10 CFR 50.33 AND 10 CFR 70.23 FOR FINANCIAL

QUALIFICATIONS
e R.G. 3.5 ETC. FOR CRITERIA

e RESIDUE LIMITS
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EVALUATION OF DECOMMISSIONING IN A
REACTOR APPLICATION

* LICENSEE IDENTIFIES TENTATIVE MODE AND COST
e STAFF CONSIDERS COST AND TIMING IN 50.33 FINDING

e STAFF CONSIDERS COST IN NEPA COST-BENEFIT
ANALYSIS



EXAMPLE FUNDING FOR REACTOR
DECOMMISSIONING

* DECOMMISSIONING COSTS BORNE BY CUSTOMERS
SERVED

e CASH SINKING FUND INVESTED IN THE UTILITY'S OWN ‘
ASSETS 1

— UTILITY CHARGES FRACTION OF DECOMMISSIONING
COST AS DEPRECIATION EXPENSE AND CREDITS
RESERVE FUND

}
— RESERVE IS DEDUCTED FROM RATE BASE AND FROM
PLANT AGAINST WHICH SECURITIES CAN BE ISSUED

22l
22 PL|S

e TYPICAL RATE OF RETURN ON THIS RESERVE ABOUT 15%
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WEAKNESSES OF PRESENT POLICY

LACK OF RECOGNIZED CRITERIA FOR RADIOACTIVE
RESIDUE
— IN SOILS — ON SURFACE — IN BURIAL

LACK OF CLEAR POLICY ON PERMISSIBLE MODES OF
DECOMMISSIONING

— REMOVAL VS. FIXED-IN-PLACE

— TIMING

LACK OF CLEAR POLICY ON FINANCIAL ASSURANCE

LITTLE IS BEING DONE TO SEE THAT PLANTS ARE BEING
DESIGNED TO FACILITATE DECOMMISSIONING
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WHAT IS NRC DOING?

e COMPLETE REEVALUATION OF POLICY
— ALL ACTIVITIES LICENSED BY NRC
— DETAILED TECHNICAL STUDIES
— RULEMAKING

e CLOSE COORDINATION WITH STATES
— MUTUAL INTERESTS
— RELATED RESPONSIBILITIES

— POTENTIAL TECHNICAL SUPPORT FOR STATE WORK
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FACTORS IN RULEMAKING ON
DECOMMISSIONING

e RESPONSIBILITY FOR DECOMMISSIONING IS URGENT
DECOMMIESIONING IS NOT

e POLICY AND RULEMAKING SHOULD CONSIDER
— DECOMMISSIONING MODE
— RESIDUAL CONTAMINATION LIMITS
— TIMING OF DECOMMISSIONING
— FINANCIAL AND/OR SURETY ARRANGEMENTS

* FACTORS CONTROLLING SCHEDULE

— RESIDUE LIMITS (EPA, STATES)
— SURETY ARRANGEMENTS (STATES, FERC)
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MBO A DEVELOP INFORMATION BASE

FOR DECOMMISSIONING

FY78 FY79 FY80
O[n[D[J[FIm[aIm[J[J]A]S|OIN][D]JTFIMIAIM] S TuTAISTOIN]DTITFIM[ATM]JTOTATS
PWR
D F
b -0
D
BWR ik {\.F
F REPROCESSING
A
MOX D _|F
e & P AY
LLW BURIAL L :_\.F
MILL :,D :_\F

REACTOR FACIL'N

F. CYCLE FAC
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MBO B DEVELOP POLICY AND RULE

FY78

FY79

FY80

OIN[D]J|FIm]AIM]S[U][A] S

OIN|DJJ|FIm]AIm]J]I]A]l S

o[N|DlJ|FIm]Alm] J]u]A]l S

* NOTICE

LIAISON-STATES & FERC

STAFF ANALYSIS

FINANCIAL
O ASSURANCE

LIAISON-EPA RADIOACTIVE
RISK ASSESSMENT RESIDUES
GENERIC et MR
APPLICABILITY FUEL CYCLE o
DRAFT va)
EIS
POLICY
STATEMENT
PROPOSED | —a
RULE
STATE & &
WORKSHOPS
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STATE WORKSHOPS

PURPOSE
— STATE VIEWS ON JURISDICTION
— STATE VIEWS ON RESIDUES

SCHEDULE
— DURING GENERATION OF DATA BASE
— PRIOR TO THOUGHT SET BY NRC STAFF

32 PLLS

AGENDA
— 1ST ROUND-THE PLAN APPROACH, THE QUESTIONS,

THE FIRST MAJOR REPORTS
— 2ND ROUND-THE MAJOR REPGRTS, THE TENTATIVE

THOUGHTS ON ASSURANCE, RESIDUES AND
GENERIC APPLICABILITY
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HOW CAN A STATE PARTICIPATE

ACTIVE ROLE IN WORKSHOPS

— CLARIFICATION OF JURISDICTIONS

— FINANCIAL ASSURANCE

— EXTENT OF DECOMMISSIONING REQUIRED
— RESIDUAL ACTIVITY LIMITS

CRITIQUE OF TECHNICAL REPORTS
— VALIDITY OF CALCULATIONS
— MEASURE OF UNCERTAINTY IN COSTS

NRC RULEMAKING PROCESS

— AFTER WORKSHOPS AND REPORTS
— NO REDUCTION IN OPPORTUNITIES BECAUSE OF

WORKSHOPS

SEPARATE STATE ACTIONS
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QUESTIONS

. DO THE STATES HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE ROLE IN THE

PLAN?

. ARE THE TECHNICAL REPORTS ADEQUATE IN COVERING

THE RIGHT FACILITIES, IN CONSIDERING THE REAL
ALTERNATIVES?

. SHOULD THE PLAN BE MODIFIED? HOW?

. SHOULD DETAILED DECOMMISSIONING PLANS BE

REQUIRED PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF LICENSE?

. IS DELAY IN DECOMMISSIONING JUSTIFIED TO SAVE

MONEY?—-TO REDUCE RADIATION EXPOSURE?

. IS PERMANENT ENTOMBMENT OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES

AN ACCEPTABLE METHOD OF DECOMMISSIONING?
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QUESTIONS (Cont'd.)

7. SHOULD DECOMMISSIONING CRITERIA EXTEND TO
BUILDINGS, STRUCTURES AND COMPONENTS WHICH
ARE NOT CONTAMINATED WITH RADIOACTIVE
MATERI!ALS?

8. CAN CLEANUP CRITERIA BE DEVELOPED BY THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WITH STATE ADVICE SO THAT
ALL CAN ENDORSE AND “OLLOW THEM?

9. IS A MAXIMUM DOSE RATE OF 1 MREM/YR TO ANY
INDIVIDUAL AFTER CLEANUP AN ACCEPTABLE BASIS
FOR SITE RELEASE? WHAT OTHER BASIS WOULD YOU

RECOMMEND?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

QUESTIONS (CONT.)

WHO SHOULD PAY FOR DECOMMISSIONING?

SHOULD FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY REQUIREMENTS
BE IMPOSED BY FEDERAL OR BY STATE AUTHORITIES?
-- WHEN?

SHOULD FUNDS BE SET ASIDE IN ADVANCE OR
ACCUMULATED DURING FACILITY LIFE TO PAY FOR
DECOMMISSIONING?

WHO SHOULD HOLD THE FUIIDS IF THEY ARE
ACCUMULATED?

HOW CAN UNCERTAINTIES IN COST OR
CONTINGENCIES BE COVERED?

— BY EXTRA MONEY IN ACCRUAL FOR EACH FACILITY?
— BY EXTRA MONEY INTO A GENERAL FUND

— STATE OR FEDERAL?



EEL
£EE 9PLLS

mrem/yr

300

250

200

150

100

50

RADIATION EXPOSURES

— GUAPAR, BRAZIL,550 AVERAGE
— KERACA, INDIA, 800 AVERAGE

T NATURAL SOURCES
k.

— COLCRADO MOUNTAINS, NATURAL SOURCES

— TYPICAL MEDICAL EXPOSURES
— U.S. POPULATION MEAN, NATURAL SOURCES

FREQUENT AIR TRAVEL

— OCCASIONAL AIR TRAVEL
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[SSUES LICENSES IN ALL STATES
EXCEPT MILLS AND lF6 PLANTS IN
AGREEMENT STATES

[SSUES LICENSES IN NON-AGREEMENT
STATFS

No AUTHORITY

No AUTHORITY

STATE

ISSUES SITE
CERTIFICATION, ETC.
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IN AGREEMENT STATES

ISSUES LICENSES IN
AGREEMENT STATES

REGULATED BY STATES

REGULATED BY STATES
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PIRG PETITION

BONDS-HELD IN ESCROW-TO ENSURE:

1. Availabiiity Of Decommissioning Funds
2. Paid By Reactor Operator-Not Future Generations
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PIRG PETITION

e Federal Register Notice (8/8/77)
e |Letter To State PUCs
e Meeting With FERC

e |etter To Surety Companies
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ACCELERATE RESEARCH
UPDATE NRC REGULATIONS
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AGAINST PIRG

Present Requirements Adequate
Bonding Is Uneconomical & Inflexible

New Requirements Should Be Based On Systematic Evaluation Of
Alternatives

No Authority Under AEA Or NEPA
FERC & State PUCs Are Appropriate Agencies
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FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE
(43 FR 10370)

Desirability And Form Of Criteria

Timing Of Decommissioning Plans
Funding And/Or Surety Arrangements
Acceptable Residual Limits

Timing Of Decommissioning

Criteria For Uncontaminated Components
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QUESTION NO. 1 — IN FAVOR
(CRITERIA)

Decommissioning Definition Needed

Criteria Urgently Needed

Should Include Soil & Induced Limits

Should Be In Form Of Numerical Limits

Should Be In Form Of Dose Limits

Should Be In Form Of Numerical And Dose Limits
Limits Should Be In Regulations

Limits Should Be In Regulatory Guide And Be Flexible
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QUESTION NO. 1 — OPPOSED

(CRITERIA)

Present Requirements Adequate
Further Research Needed

No Immediate Need

Rigid Requirements Inappropriate
Absolutely No Need
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QUESTION N(G. 2 — IN FAVOR
(PLANS)

In Detail For Both Normal And Accident Conditions

Based On Demonstrated Techniques

To Include Dismantling

For Selected Facilities Only

Policy Statement Or Conceptual Plan Prior To Issuance Of License
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QUESTION NO. 2 — OPPOSED
(PLANS)

Present Practice Sufficient

Details At End Of Plant Life

Not Logical Or Sensible

Serves No Useful Purpose

Cbsolete Before 40 Years Due To Technology Changes
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QUESTION NO. 3 — IN FAVOR
(FUNDING)

Should Be Req.ired Prior To Licensing, Inclua.ng Government
Owned

Should Require Demonstration Of Financial Responsibility Only
Should Require Preliminary Plans Only
Should Be Paid By Current Users
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QUESTION NO. 3 — OPPOSED
(FUNDING)

Present rr2:tices Adequate

Sureties Are Undue Cost To Utiues

Sureties Do Not Provide Current Funding For Future Costs
Costs Are Double Due To IRS

NRC Authority Questionable—Should Be Left To FERC And Sta*e
PUCs

Costs Will Be Spreau Over Several Years
Unnecessary For Regulated Ultilities
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QUESTION NO. 4
(RESIDUAL LIMITS)

Present Limits Adequate (i.e., 1.86)

Should Not Be Lower Than Variations '~ Normal Background
‘w0 Surveillance 0.03-0.05SMREM/Hr

Unrestricted Release 0-C.01N.REM/Hr

TMREM/Yr Total Body-3MREM/Yr Organ

NUREG-0278

100 dpm Removable—0.05MREM/Hr

Should Be Based On Potential Exposures

No Basis For New Limits—1.86 Limits Are Cuesses
Background
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QUESTION NO. 5
(TIMING)

One Generatirn

Best Protection Principle

Unlimited— As Long As Licensee Can Justify And Safely Maintain
50-100 Yrs

10-20 Yrs At Least To Allow For Radioactive Decay

Dismantled Within 10 Years
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QUESTION NO. 6
(APPLICABILITY)

* Everything Returned To Nature

* Absolutely No Basis For Additional Requirements
* No Authority Under NEPA

e Sites Are Owned By Private Companies

® |ocal Zoning Restrictinns Sufficient



PHILADELPHIA - Opening Plenary - Comment and Response Session

Comment

An individual commented on Mr. Bernero's presentation of the results of
the PIRG Survey. He mentioned that Mr. Bernero pointed out that the
responses against the PIRG were from industry. He questioned whether

Mr. Bernerc would be as quick to point out that the people in favor of
these issues were radical environmental groups. He further stated that
Mr. Bernero was being too biased against the industrial interests.
Response

The responses do bear out that those against the PIRG Petition were from
industry. Furthermore, the purpose of this meeting is to provide a forum
for input from State officials. A subsequent meeting is being held to
receive public/industrial input. It is the intent of the NRC to evaluate
all opinions presented.

Comment

With regard to radiation 1imits, unless NRC and EPA can get together,
the individual felt that they “may not be playing off the same piece of
music."

Response

There is in fact an agreement and EPA representatives are present in
these workshops for just that reason.

Comment
Was the 1 mrem level that was mentioned in the presentation added to
¢ . ryday exposure?

Response
The 1 mrem level was indeed spoken of as an addition to normal exposure.

Comment
Comments were made on a three-year battle that the individual had just

completed with EPA over some mistake that they had made. He was not
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specific. He said that he wanted to laugh at the government's over-
reaction to the handling of nuclear materials. He stated that the
problem was only in the security of the operation and that he was
amazed that the Federal government was even involved in the nuts and
bolts aspect. He felt that the government should not be involved

in this at all. He cited an example in EPA's battle to install
scrubbers for cleaning the air and went on to say that there was no
point in over-burdening industry by over-regulating them. Instead, the
government should set up a system to provide payment upon default. He
summarized his point by saying that he felt States needed to stand up
and tell the Federal government that they were completely out of place
in dealing with issues of this nature.

Response

The purpose of these workshops was to hear opinions of this nature.

Comment

The term "further research" was questioned. The individual said this
is a "cop-out." Rather than hearing the term used, he wanted to know
specifically what was going to be done by whom, and especially how much
it would cost.

Response

One point of further research is to determine if further research is
indeed necessary and/or what kind of research.
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RICHARD I. SMITH, Associate Manager,
Safety Analysis Section, Battelle,
Pacific Northwest Laboratory

~. SMITH MURPHY, Study Leader,
Safety Analysis Section, Battelle,

Pacific Northwest Laboratory

(Copies of the slides used are included in the Discussion Material
following this transcript)
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MR. SMITH: My presentation today is designed to give you a brief look
into the studies that we have been conducting for NRC in the area of
decommissioning new facilities.

We will look at two facilities, one being the PWR, and for that study
we chose the Trojan plant up in Oregon.

And for the second one, a fuel reprocessing plant, we used the Barnwell
plant in South Carolina.

My presentation is divided into essentially three parts. First I am

going to give you some of the generic bases that we used in developing
these studies. Then I will give you the specific results that we obtained
for the PWR, and finally then, my colleague, Dr. Murphy, will follow with
the specific results from the fuel reprocessing plant.

(Slides)

Okay. Let's first define what we are talking about here in terms of what
is decommissioning.

As we use it, and I think most people up in NRC at least will agree, it is
the preparation of a facility for retirement from active service, and
placement of that facility in such a condition that future risk to the
public is within safe and acceptable bounds.

Now that covers a lot of ground. It covers a wide range of possible
approaches that one might use. We will talk about some of the more likely

ones here today.

We had certain objectives in these studies. The first one was to determine
whether or not the technology was available today, whether we had to have
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some major scientific breakthroughs or whether or not we could accomplish
decommissioning with the tools we have on hand.

Secondly, we were to estimate the kinds of occupational and public
radiation exposure that one might get resulting from decommissioning
operations.

Thirdly, to make estimates of the manpower and the costs associated with
accomplishing the job for a variety of possible approaches to decommissioning.

Now in these studies we looked at several cases. In the reactor case we
looked at two particular modes; in the fuel reprocessing plant, we looked
at three.

(Slide.)
These are the basic work elements involved in these {ies.

First of all, we looked through the regulations to see really what is required
today. And Bob talked about some of this last night.

We locked at what decommissioning experience there was around the world,
and this country in particular. But we didn't neglect the foreign
experience either.

For each facility we had to develop & fairly detailed characterization.
This involves the physical plant, how big, how high, how wide, how much
concrete, what is the equipment in it. But perhaps more importantly in
many cases, what is the nature of the residual radioactivity in that
plant when you shut it down.
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We developed work plans and techniques and schedules for accomplishing
the proposed work.

And based on ‘hese plans and schedules, we developed the estimated manpower
costs and equipment, and disposal costs and so on.

And for safety, we are talking primarily now about radiation safety,
although we did look at normal industrial safety utilizing, basically, a
statistical point of view.

We did a fair amount of work in the area of what allowable residual
radioactivity levels are likely to be. In particular, we developed a
methodology for determining what these levels might be. We will talk about
the details of this a little later.

And, we looked at what kinds of financing alternatives might be possible in
a fairly simple-minded way without dealing with the various complexities
of tax laws and all this sort of thing.

Now we looked at several different approaches, as I mentioned.
(S1ide.)

These are the bases for the studies.

First of all, we picked a real place to do the detailed analyses. You

had to have a real thing to look at so you could determine how big it

was, how many miles of pipe you had to handle ard all these kinds of
things.

We made the assumption that the housekeeping in the place was good during
the life of the plant. I think this is a safe assumption because the



people have to live there, work there and they have to maintain it. They
will have to do a certain amount of housekeeping.

We used a generic site for all of these studies with the exception of the
uranium mill and the low level waste burial ground.

We looked at a variety of possible decommissioning modes. The plans that
we developed were designed to provide some reasonable balance between costs
and safety. One can always go too far one way or the other.

We kept the ALARA principle, as-low-as-reasonably-achievable idea in mind
when we were developing the work plans and procedures.

We used only available technology.

We assumed that the workforce was reasonably efficient. Considering that
they were working in radiation zones, they had to suit up and unsuit, all
the usual things that are required for radiation zones.

An important assumption was that the facility was on a site all by itself.

Now this becomes particularly important when you are looking at the

protective storage or safe storage mode where you have to provide surveillance
and other support for the facility that was standing there.

And finally, the transuranic and other fairly high-level radioactive
materials were assumed to be sent to geologic disposal facility, recognizing
there isn't any such an‘=al at the moment. We assumed that there would

be oi.e available by the time one wants tc decommission one of these. The
rest of the radioactive material, contaminated et cetera, we would assume

to be shipped to a low-level shallow-land burial site.

(Slide.)
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Now these are the basic modes of decommissioning we looked at.

Dismantlement is fairly straightforward. That really says you remove
all of the radioactivity down to the acceptable residual level and
terminate the license.

Now this can mean a variety of things, depending on the timeframe that
we are dealing with, whether it is immediately after shutdown. If it is
immediately after shutdown, it may mean a lot of radioactive stuff goes
out. If you wait long enough, it may mean a relatively small amount of
radioactive material has to be dispesed of.

The safe storage modes are subdivided into categories depending on the
nature of how you are doing it.

The hardened safe storage is essentially a temporary entombment. I

want to emphasize the word "temporary" here as opposed to a permanent
type thing. Here you are basically cleaning up most of the accessihle
areas and putting the really hot stuff into a localized area and sealing
it up in a fairly secure location, keeping in mind that you are going to
have to ultimately come back and remove the very leng lived radioactive
materials.

The passive safe storage mode is one iiac we think is the most feasible,

I think, for most applications. Here you again do a fairly good cleaning

up of accessible areas, seal up some of the hotter areas, and clean it up

to the point where you don't need any active protective systems in operation
to assure the confinement of the material.

The custedial mode is basically shut the plant down, clean it up a little

bit, keep the ventilation system and other associated systems running,
just to make sure that nothing gets out.
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This is probably the easiest one to accomplish immediately. It turns out
to be far and away the most expensive, if you leave it that way for very
lono because the surveillance and continuing care required are more extensive.

You have to keep in mind that all of these safe storage modes are open-
ended. In other words, they are not a terminal mode by themselves. You
eventually have to go through a dismantlement of some kind.

Maybe if you leave it in one of these safe storage modes long enough, the
dismantlement is as simple as doing a detailed survey to assure yourself
the residual levels are sufficiently low.

(Stide.)

We worked pretty hard to develop a method for determining some disposition
criteria for these things. The idea is to determine what are the acceptable
residual levels for a facility that you can walk away from.

And our approach here is to base it on dose limits to the public. What is
the maximum acceptable dose to the public, that might result from this
facility just sitting there, after being decommissioned and completely
accessible, that is unrestricted release to the public?

We considered all the pathways, not simply external radiation but ingestion,
inhalation, food chain, the whole bit.

We wanted to have a method that was applicable to all kinds of nuclear
facilities, not tailored to one facility in particular.




And hopefully, that when you got through with this exercise you would end
up with results that were in a reasciable agreement with existing criteria,
or at least we could justify them.

(Slide.)
So here is basically the technigque that we evolved.

First of all you go through the exercise and develop a scenario for the
release of the radioactive material as & result of whatever is going on at
the site. Consideration is given to the composition and makeup of the
material that is there.

Next, you go through the computation of the annual dose to the maximally
exposed individual resulting from the material that is there.

And then compare the dosage calculated here. You want to assume certain
things here. You have to start with some inventory that you think is
probably reasonable for the facility. Calculate these doses, compare this
with the allowable annual dose 1imit, whatever that may be. This dose has
not been determined yet as Bob pointed out last night. This number may
range anywhere from 1 millirem per year to 100. It has not been determined
yet what that should be.

At any rate, if you will pick or assume a number, you can compare the
number you calculated from here with the dose 1imit. And based on that
ratio then, recompute the levels that will be allowed back at this point.
And it is a sort of an iterative process so that you can arrive at the
levels that will be present and still not result in the allowable annual
dose.
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So this is the technique that we have developed for this thing. It seems
to work pretty well independent of the facility, because this part of it
takes into account the nature of the radioactivity or the spectrum of
radionuclides present, the pathways for these nuclides to get to the
individual and so on.

As 1 said, we looked at financing in a fairly simple-minded way.
(Slide. )
We said, okay, there are really three ways you can do this:

One, is pay for it when you do it. Don't worry about the details, rnugh up
the money at the end.

Another way is toc develop a prepaid sinking fund where you deposit some
finite amount of money into the kitty to begin with and you start up the
plant, supposedly larg2 enough to be able to assure that you will pay for
the whole operation when you shut it down.

Or, you can develop a sinking fund by annual payments by collecting the
money from the consumers as the plant operates.

(Slide.)

And we didn't take into account taxation variations our any cf these good
things. We just did the mathematics in the question.

And one of the things that is always asked is, all right, what is the
present value of this approach going to be at the start of the reactor
life?
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So we went through this exercise. This example is based on the decommis-
sioning cost of 44 million in 1978 dollars. And if you assume that you
started up the plant in 1978 and you are going to deconnission it 40 years
hence, it turns out that for the parameters we chose to look at with an
interest rate of 8 percent, inflation rate of 6 percent and discount rate

of 10 percent, after 40 years you are going to need $452 million to complete

the decommissioning.

If you decide to pay a lump sum 40 years later, the present value of that
money today is $10 million, approximately.

On the other hand. if you decide to set up a prepaid sinking fund and keep
this fund adjusted by refunds to the customer or the utility or whoever is
putting the money into it, such that the balance at the end of 40 vears is
the 452 million, and the present value of that full operation turns out to
be 27 million.

Now in the case of the annual payment thing you treat *he decommissioning
costs as a negative salvage value, the present value of all of these
payments over the 40-year life, comes out to be about 15 million.

So the prepaid sinking fund is the present value cost.

The payment of a Tump sum when incurred is the least expensive, but may be
the least desirable because it is not equitable.

The annual payment sinking fund is probably more equitable to the consumer
because they are paying for it over the life of the plant.

Well, there, some discussion on how these funds are collected might be
appropriate.



The NRC queried a number of the public service commissions on how they
thought it might best be handled.

And the result they got was that most of them felt that it could probably
be best collected as part of the plant depreciation schedule by making the
decommissioning cost essentially a negative salvage value and tacking it on
tc the capital cost.

This is shown on this next slide, on which the plant capital cost is this
much and the decommissioning cost at the start of plant life is this little
bit here.

(Slide.)
A straightline depreciation is shown on the upper curve.

Now we just saw that an inflation rate was predicted. The actual decommis-
sioning costs were really going to be this amount down here, so that one
needs to have a depreciation rate that probably looks like this lower
curve.

There is one difficulty with that too, though. The straightline approach
again tends to penalize the people who are paying up here in the early
part, because they are paying their share in less inflated dollars.

So it would seem reasonable that the depreciation curve probably should
follow something like this dashed 1ine to be more equitable to the consumers.

Now, keeping in mind the various generalities and assumption: that I pointed

out here to begin with, let's take a look at the results from the Pressurized
Water Reactor, PWR, plant.
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(Slide.)

This is the Trojan plant located outside of Portland, Oregon. It is a
Westinghouse 4-1oop PWR rated at 1175 megawatts electrical.

The site is really dominated by this tremendous natural draft cooling
tower.

The parts of the plant that are particularly of interest to our decommis-
sioning efforts are these buildings over here; the containment building
that contains the reactor and the three buildings that surround it. The
one immediately below it here is the fuel building. The lower one behind
it, which is difficult to see back here, that is the auxiliary building.
And the turbine building, which is the large building above it.

The buildings that we were principally concerned with were the containment
building, the fuel building and the auxiliary buildings, since they contain
by and large alrost all of the radiocactivity present.
The turbine building is really quite clean.

(Slide.)

These were the approaches we looked at for this particular plant.

We looked at immediate dismantlement; shut the plant down and essentially
start taking it apart almost instantly.

We looked at passive safe storage with deferred dismantling occurring at
a number of different periods of tiwe, 10, 30, 50, 100 years.
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We didn't study custodial safe storage for this plant in detail because
it was clear early in the study *hat the costs of preparation for this

particular approach were not very much less than those for the passive

safe storage method. Also the continuing care costs for the custodial

mode was considerably larger.

It also became clear as a result of some of our early calculations, that
permanent entombment was not a particularly viable approach for PWR's,
especially if they had operated for 30, 40 years. Also, it really didn't
make a great deal of sense to do a temporary entombment if you are going
to have to take it apart anyway later to complete the decommissioning.

The permanent entombment business was considered not be be viable for two
reasons:

One being the disinclination, if you like, of the nublic to having a
whole series oi these monuments containing radioactivity stashed around
the country. If we are going to move into perpetual care of this kind of
stuff someplace, it is probably better to have a few of them rather tha.
many of them.

Bu. more importantly the permanent entombment, by definition, requires that
tne radioactivity that you are entombing will decay to inconsequential
levels before the building decrepitates, essentially. And, in the case of
the PWR we found you really couldn't satisfy tnat kind of condition, and
I'11 show you why.

(Slide.)

We did a series of calculations on the times cf activation that you will
get in the reactor vessel internals. These particular data came from the
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area in the most radioactive portion of the core, the core shroud immediately
surrounding the fuel area.

And here we have the growth rate of these activations as a function of the
number of full power years of operation.

You will see some of the fairly short-lived things like iron 55 and cobalt
60 growing fairly rapidly and saturating after 15 cr 20 years.

Some of these other things, which have long half lives, grow essentially
1inearly, like nickel 59, carbon 14, nickel 63 and niobium 94.

Nickel 55 and niobium 94 are giving us the most trouble in terms of
entombment. The niobium 94 is the result of an impurity in the stainless
steel. It is essentially there and it is very difficult to control. It
is there in the order of a few hundred parts per million, no less, and
steel companies have a great deal of difficulty removing it.

Carbor 14 results from nitrogen impurities in the steel.

Bob mentioned last night the E1k River reactor as being tho only one that
had been dismantled so far. To sort of put this in perspective, based on
the number of full-power years that Elk River ran, we would Le down at

this point on the curve, something on the order of a tenth of much of the
activities that we have present in the reactor after 30 full-power years.

(Slide.)
This gives you an idea of the kinds of radioactivities we are talking about

in the core shroud. The plan for dismantlement is to shut the reactor down
without any significant cooling period. The sctivities are listed in order
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of increasing half life across the slide. The types of emissions that are
given off and the radioactivity in cur.es, or disintegrations per minute.

And then we calculated the external dose rate. Those are strictly external
doses, not assuming any ingestien or inhalation.

Iron 55 has a emall contribution of the total dose. It has a lot of radio-
activity, but the external dosage produced by it is fairly small.

Cobalt 60 is by and large the key contributor here in short times with a
fair amount of activity. And this is 560,000 R per hour, which is a very
large amount of radioactivity.

With others like nickel 63 you don't oroduce any external dose of any
significance because of the softness of the radiation emitted.

Molybdenum 93, carbon 14, these are all pri.icipally beta emitters, and they
don't really give you any significant external dose.

When we get over to the long-lived things like niobium 94, you will see
that the surface dose rate fror the core shroud is a couple of R per hour.
Well, that doesn't sound like very much compared to the 560,000, but when
you think about the fact that that is there, has a 20,000 year half life,
after 20,000 years it is still turning out 1 R per hour, about 100,000
times natural background.

It is the same way with th: nickel 59.
So it is these latter two that essentially limit the entombment mode because

I don't know of any man-made structures that you can be sure it will survive
the kind of timespan you are talking about and contain the radioactivity.
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We essentially took these data and summed them to show you the decay
behavior of these radioactivities on the next slide.

(Slide.)

The upper curve is the tota® radioactivity in curies,.and the principal
contributor here is the nickel 63. But as I mentioned, it doesn't really
contribute to the external dose.

If you look down here at the dose rate, cobalt 60 is the primary contributor
for the first 80 years or so. And at that point the niobium takes over

and is the dominating radiation from that point on. So you are down to

a couple of R per hour at this point for the niobium.

It is still a fairly husky dose rate compared to natural background radiation.

(Slide.)

The sequence of activities that one needs to go tnrough to perform the
dismantling activities are shown here.

Obviously, you have to plan the operation. We went through a chemical
decontamination for the primary system as one of the early steps.

Then we took out contaminated equipment, piping, et cetera. We mechanically
decontaminated the structure. That means we removed concretie surfaces to

a depth necessary to get rid of the radioactivity.

A1l of this radioactive stuff had to be packaged and transported to a
disposal site.
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Then you had to conduct the final in-depth radiation surveys to assure
yourself that you had indeed got them clean.

And then finally we went through the exercise of essentially demolishing
the structure down te ground zero or a little below.

As Bob pointed out, this demolition of non-radioactive structures is nut
required by NRC, and we included it in cur analyses just to get a handle
on the costs associated with it.

(Slide.)

Let's look at the costs we estimated for doing this job for immediate
dismantling. Broken down here in categories:

Staff labor is far and away the biggest item on the list, something about
$11 million.

The next biggest item was the disposal of radioactive material. A fairly
large volume of material to dispose of here, as I'11 show you in a minute.

The demolition job which as I said is not necessarily required, was
another fairly large piece, about $8 million.

Perhaps, surprisingly enough we have a fairly large electricity bill.
Trojan uses electric-fired boilers to provide their auxi’.ary steam in
the plant so there was a fair amount of electricity used in providing
the auxiliary scteam in the decontamination or cleanup, and in particular
for evaporating the liquids involved, as well as for operating the
evaporators and so on.
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We included the cost of the shipment of the final core of spent fuel to
a repository or reprocessing plant, although this is not necessarily
considered a true decommissioning cost.

The various special kinds of equipment and supplies were estimated to be
about $3 million.

One has to maintain a nuclear liability insurance while we are doing this
operation.

And we assumed we had to bring in certain outside contractors, particularly
in the area of waste handling and waste sclidification because, first of
all the plant facilities are probably not large enough to handle the load.
And secondly, as you approach the end of decommissioning, you have also
torn out those facilities, and you no longer have them.

Now, all these numbers include a built-in 25 percent ccntingency on top
of the amounts that we originally estimated. The costs of labor and
materials are typical of those in the Pacific Northwest the first part
of this year.

One thing I should mention, we assumed the staff that was used here in this
operation came from the utility with the exception of certain specialists
we had to bring in. This meant that a labor force without the highly
compartmentalized craft structures that you find on construction sites was
utilized.

If we had had to assume the latter kind of a labor force makeup, the labor
cost would probably have been at least double.

Let's look at the disposal of radioactive materials.
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(Slide.)
This first column is the activated materials.

This column is the packaging, just the packaging costs of containers and

so on. Because the stuff is highly activated it requires not only

shielded casks for shipment, but that the cask liners be shieldecd 2as

well. This is a disposable shielded liner and a fairly expensive container
which is left behind at the disposal site.

This column is the transportaion cocts, the costs of delivering this
material from the reactor site to a low level, shallow land burial site
some 500 miles away.

And this next little input is the actual charges at the buriai site for
handling and burying materials.

As an alternate, we did look at the incremental costs of shipping the very
worst of this activated material to a geologic disposal site, and that is
this piece up here. That amounted to about another $2-1/4 million, if you
want to go that ioute.

The containment -- and this is the rest of the material out of the contain-
ment buildings, the contaminated material as opposed to activated.

Again, the packaging, shipping and disposal costs similarly for the fuel
and the auxiliary buildings. We have the same items again. Included in

here is the activated concrete from the bioshieid.

Included over here and some of this, is the contaminated concrete from
around the buildings. We assume there is quite a bit of that.
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The following, entitled radwaste, is basically combustible waste, ion
exchange resins, filter cartridges, and this scrt of material that one
normally has coming out of a reactor plant but associated with the
decommissioning operation.
The whole business added up to something just under 18,000 cubic meters of
radioactive material to be disposed of. And the total cost was up in the
order of $10-11 million.

(Slide. )
This shows you the time distribution of expenditures during the operation.
The first year or so before shutdown now was used for developing the

planning and obtaining the equipment, the supplies that we need.

This is the reactor shut down at this point and the shipping out of the fuel
over the first two years.

This is radioactive material disposal.
The fuschia color is the demolition of the plant.
Electric power.

This one is the nuclear insurance, and the bottom littie strip here is
the special contractors for principally waste disposal.

The whole operation covers a span of atout six years, or four years after
reactor shutdown.

(Slide.)
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] is interesting to compare our costs with those for the E1k River reactor
oecause it is the only power reactor that has been dismantled. So I took

a look at the costs that they quoted in their final report and compared them
with the results of our study on a percentage basis. It is quite a
reasonable way to do it, because you are looking at $42 million as opposed
to Tess than $6 million since the reactors are of a greatly different size.

There are some differences. The Elk River staff labor was quite a bit
larger, but it has to do with the way the numbers were presented in their
report. You couldn't sort out a lot of miscellaneous items that were thrown
into labor, such as rail cars and transportation costs. There are a whole
raft of ‘hings that got thrown into this cate « that I couldn't sort out.

The material disposal costs are not very different.
Similarly the demolition costs are not way out of line on a percentage basis.

Their power costs are a lot lower. That is understandable because they had
already disposed of all the water that would require lots of power to
evaporate. I did remove the spent fuel shipment out of our numbers before
constructing these percentages.

They had fairly high costs for special equipment because they were developing
some of this equipment for the first time. The manipulators and the plasma
torch equipment and so on. We were able to take advantage of these
developments in our program.

So their equipment costs were fairly significant. And they had a miscellaneous
category.
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So, I think on the basis of this kind of a comparison, the two studies look
reasonably agreeable.

(Slide.)
Let's lock now at what you do to put a PWR in safe sterace
well, it looks similar to some extent as we did for immediate dismantlement.

You obviously have to plan the operation and, of course, you shut down,

you chemically decontaminate it. Your mechanical decontamination and

fixing of certain areas, deactivate the equipment in the plant, isolate
certain areas that you don't want to go in and clean up because the
radiation dosages are too high, set up your final systems for surveillance
and maintenance, and then go ahead and provide surveillance of the place for
as many years as you want to.

(Slide.)

We went through this exercise for a PWR, and arrived at costs of this
nature.

As you might expect, the staff labor was the major item again because here
we are really not shipping out very much in the way of contaminated
materials, just the radwaste materials, filters, ion exchange resins and
that sort of thing.

Fuel shipments were the same because we are shipping the same fuel and

perhaps this cost should be subtracted since it is really not a decommis-
sioning cost.
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The electricity costs were again large, since we still had to evaporate
the same amount of water.

Equipment and supplies wer. considerably lower.
Nuclear insurance was lower.
And contractor services were also lower.

Now this is just for getting the plant ready and putting it into a safe
storage condition.

Now this whole operation added up to 12.6 million dollars with a 25 percent
zontingency, and it takes about a year and a half to two years after
reactor shutdown.

We also estimated that to maintain it in that status using es .criially
remote surveillance techniques, electronic surveillance equipment with an
offsite central station would run about $80,000 a year.

(Slide.)

Okay, here we are looking at the cumulative costs, that is, the time
distribution and the cumulative costs for these various options.

Here is immediate dismantlement, about $42 miliion.

If you put it into safe storage, hold it for ten years and then dismantle it,
they estimate it will run about $50 million.

If you hold it for 30 years before you dismantle, it will run about .52 million.
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Now we decided that by 50 years there was going to be a lot of the contami-
nated material, the principal contaminant of which is cobalt 60, decayed
down to a point where you could release it. Thus the amount of material

that would have to be disposed of is certainly smaller out here over the 50
to 100-year increment. That is why the costs come down to about $47 million,
and back up to 51 for 100 years.

Now these observations were true in constant 1978 dollars.

It is interecting to look at the same family of curves in a present value
analysis.

(Slide.)

Here you see if you look at the present value of these dollars at the time
of reactor shutdown, it is about $39 million for immediate dismantlement.

If you wait long enough, it almost goes away, it looks like, to about $15
million.

Now I think a financial analyst would put little confidence in any numbers
out beyond 20 years in this kind of analysis, because you really don't know
what the financial problems are going to be 1ike. But, as with any present
value analysis, the longer you defer the payments, the cheaper it looks.

Let's look at the other parameter that we more or less view in here. That
is occupational exposures.

(Slide.)
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Along with the manpower estimates on these jobs, we estimated the exposure
for the workers doing the job. And to accomplish this, we collected data
from a number of operating sites and constructed a composite picture of the
radiation fields within the plant and then used these factors along with
the assumed decontamination factor for the initial chemical decontamination
of the systems to arrive at these area dose rate numbers that we used in
our estimate.

We looked at the reactor building, that is, the containment building. The
accumulated man-rem exposure for decommissioning or taking apart and
disposing of the reactor building is shown here to be almost 500 man-rem.

This was divided up by removal of the reactor vessel and its internals and
removal and disposal of steam generators. And this is all the rest of the

stuff in the building.

Similarly for the auxiliary building which contaiis a lot of the equipment
for the systems, exposure is something over 20C man- rem.

For the fuel building, it is about 150 man-rem.

And for fuel handling, it is the same in both cases because they obviously
are handling the same fuel.

There are some differences in the miscellaneous category.
This is the dose to transport workers. These are the truck drivers hauling
the stuff to the burial ground. In this case we made the assumption that

each shipment had dose rates that were the maximum allowable under the
present regulations, so it is a maximized estimate.
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And then at the far right is the dose to the general public. And in this
case almost all of that dose to the public results from the transport of
this material around through the countryside to the burial grounds.

(Slide.)

Now if .2 look at these things from the time options we talked about
earlier in cost, you will see here is the immediate dismantling plus
transportation on top.

If we put it into safe storage and kept it there for ten years and then, this
little bit here is the e osure associated with putting it into safe storage
right after shutdown. And that is constant across the board.

This portion is the dismantlement, the exposure associated with dic 7ntle-
ment after ten years. And then you get the transportaion.

Now we made the assumption that the dismantlement work was done in
essentially the same way at these later points as was done originally
using same type of equipment and the same techniques. So they could use
the dose estimates we had here and simply scale them down by decay in the
principal contaminant which was cobalt 60, thus arriving at these smaller
ones.

After about 30 years you don't save very much in terms of exposure by
delaying, because the principal part of the dose was experienced during
the preparation for safe storage.

(S1ide.)

Now here is the comparison of the dollars and man-rems for the different
"~ time periods.
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Again, immediate dismantlement and then 10, 30 and 50 years.

And it looks likely that if one were to do an extremely detailed analysis
for a time basis, you would find some kind of a minimum or optimum point
somewhere in this vicinity of about 30 years where your exposure isn't
decreasing significantly and -- well, ihe costs came down in 50 years for
the reasons I mentioned earlier becuase there was less contaminating material
at this point.

I outlined a little earlier our methodology for arriving at these acceptable
levels of radioactivity, and this slide illustrates the results .hat we got
for a PWR using this technique.

We assumed an annual dose limit of 1 millirem per year for this purpose,
and went through the calculation looking at the radicnuclide spectrum that
was anticipated present in the facility. And this includes all of the
activation products and fission products and so on that might be present.

We calculated then the surface contamination level in the facility per
square meter to be allowed in the facilities at time zero and after 100

years and still meet this 1 millirem per year maximum exposed individual.

Similarly we looked at what levels might be allowed out on the ground on
the site surrounding the facility for a couple of conditions.

One, where it was essentially lying there mixed to a depth of one centimeter
on the surface. This would be like normal mixing, weathering.

And secondly, if you went cut and physically tilled the soil to mix the
radioactivity to a depth of 15 centimeters.
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Here there are twe sets of data because in one case we used the source
term from the GESMO studies, and this was a calculated source term for
release of radionuclides from operating reactors.

The second case we used measured data from operating PWRs. So we had
really two different source terms here. And you can see you get results
which are different by almost a factor of two depending on the type of
source term you had, the makeup of it, the spectrum of nuclides that were
present.

Now we don't particularly advocate a dose limit of 1 millirem per year.
We used it here basically as an example, a point of reference.

(Slide.)
These are the basic conclusions of the VR study.

There wasn't any doubt that you can do the job with existing equipment and
technology. It didn't require any major breakthroughs of any kind.

Costs are fairly significant at $42 million but are not really very large
compared with the original cost of the plant.

Again the occupational exposures are significant, but if you think about
it for a minute we are talking about 1300 man-rem over a four-year period.
And an operating reactor during a normal refueling cutage will probably
nave a man-rem exposure of around 300 or so0.

The dose to the public was very small. In fact, the dose from the actual

operations within a plant was the smallest contributor. The major public
dose was primarily from the transport of the material to the burial grounds.
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And we ran across a number of things in the detailed analyses that suggested
that some modification of the design details of the plant would make it a
lot eas.er to decommission it. But there are certain things that can be
done that are not really all that expensive if you think about them in the
beginning, and could be of very significant assistance.

Well, that wraps up my presentation of the general nature and studies and
details of PWR. :

My colleague, Dr. Murphy, will continue now with cur presentation on the
details of the fuel reprocessing plant.

DR. MURPHY: Good morning.

I told Dick Smith that it is really his fault that we had trouble with our
slide projector, and then had trouble with our audio equipment. It is his
fault because he brought me along, and wherever Murphy goes, "Murphy's Law"
goes.

(Laughter.)
(Slide.)

This slides shows the Barnwell Nuclear Fuel Plant. This was the reference
plant for the fuei reprocessing plant decommisisoning study. I will point
out to you the areas of the plant that were decommissioned in the study.

We decommissioned the fuel receiving and storage station. This is the
place where the spent fuel is brought from the reacto: and stored in water
basins until the fuel is ready to be reprocessed. The fuel is reprocessed
in this building here, the main process building. This is where the fuel
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elements are sheared. The fuel is dissolved from the cladding and the
plutonium and uranium are chemically separated from the fission }oducts,
activation products and the transuraiiic elements.

Because the fuel is dissolved, the radioactive waste that results from this
process is in a liquid form. This radioactive waste is then stored in
underground tanks that are located in this area. These underground tanks
were decommissioned as well as this building here that serves as the
control building for the underground storage operation.

Now the Barnwell plant does not have a solidification facility for solidify-
ing the liquid waste that's stored in these underground plants. We wanted
to extend the applicability of our study, and so we included in the study a
conceptual solidification plant for the high level liquid waste.

We assumed that the solidification plant would be located right here, and
the solidification process was patterned after the process that has been
developed at Battelle Northwest to convert this high level liquid waste to
a glassified product.

In addition .o these facilities,K auxiliary facilities were decommissioned.
This building that contains the ventilation equipment was decommissioned.
And this 100-meter stack was decommissioned.

(Slide. )
The decommissioning modes that were studied for the fuel reprocessing plant

included immediate dismantiement, passive safe storage with deferred dismantle-
ment, and custodian safe storage with deferred dismantlement.
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Now we assumed, and Dick Smith did with the reactor study, that the people
who would do the dismantling of the safe storage operations were people who
were familiar with the plant, they were plant operators. We assumed that
the operation of decommisisoning was carried out in a fairly efficient
manner, and by this I mean that we recognized that because of the high
radiation areas in the building that in an eight hour day a man might only
get in six hours of work because he has to wear protective clothing and
needs to have some time to put the clothing on and take it off, and this
sort of thing.

And so we considered that six hours of work in an eight hour work day was
probably an efficient use of a man's time.

We also assumed that you didn't have any unforeseen one week or one month
shutdowns for one reason or another.

Immediate dismantlement was assumed to require about two years for planning
and preparation which took place while the plant was still in operation.
And then a little bit more than five years for the actual dismantiement
operations was needed.

For safe storage, we assumed that preparations for safe storage required
about a year and a half -- the planning and preparation for safe storage

took about a year and a half, and then the actual operations took about two
and a half years. It takes a little bit longer for passive safe storage, a
few months longer for passive safe storage than it does for custodial safe
storage because for passive safe storage you have to put the facility in a
condition such that you can maintain it remotely. You shut down the ventila-
tion systems, you build some barriers that are not built in custodial safe
storage in which case the surveillance is going to take place on site

rather than remotely.
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Deferred dismantlement again would take about two years for planning and
preparation and about four years for the actual deferred dismantlement.

Now the reason that deferred dismantlement takes less time than immediate
dismantlement is that in the initial safe storage preparations you do the
chemical decontamination the same as you do in immediate dismantlement, and
you don't have to repeat it for the deferred dismantlement because it's
already done as part of the initial safe storage operations.

(Slide.)

This slide shows the breakdown of the cost for immediate dismantlement.
The total cost for immediate dismantlement was calculated to be about 67
million dollars. You can see that the big cost items are labor and waste
management.

I should point out that these costs include a 25 percent coentingency
factor. Labor costs include both the actual decommissioning worker costs,
and the costs of the support staff.

We assumed that the fuel reprocessing plant is the only plant on the site,
and so the support staff costs have to be borne as part of the decommission-
ing operation.

The labor cost that's shown here includes all of the labor except for that
associated with the actual transportation of the radiocactive waste off

site. And by this I mean the labor cost for the truck driver or the railroad
worker if the waste is transported by rail.

The labor cost for packaging the waste is included in these labor costs up
here.
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The bars here indicate that this portion of the labor cost is associated
with the dismantlement of the main process building.

This portion of the labor cost is associated with the dismantlement of the
liquid waste storage area, and then all of the other labor costs, that is
the labor cost associated with dismantling the waste solidification plant.

The fuel receiving storage basin and the auxiliary areas are included in
the last section.

You can see that waste management costs are very high and we will talk a
little bit about that in the next slide. So I will pass over that for the
time being.

Again, these are waste management costs associated with dismantling the
main process building. These are the waste management costs associated
with dismantling the liquid waste storage area, and these are waste manage-
ment costs associated with the remainder of the facility.

Before leaving this siide, I should point out that with regard to subcontrac-
tor costs, the slide indicates that these costs were about 4.6 million
dollars. About 4 million dollars of this cost is associated with demolition
of the facility after the radioactivity has been removed and with site
restoration. And as Dick Smith has already pointed out, these are optional
activities not required by NRC and so one might subtract this 4 million

from the total 67 million that I indicated was the total cost of immediate
dismantling for this plant.

(Slide.)
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Waste generated during dismantlement of the fuel reprocessing plant includes
solidified 1iquids form chemical decontamination activities, contaminated
process vessels, equipment and piping, stainless steel liners for floor and
walls of high contamination areas, concrete rubble, stainless steel sections
of the high level liquid waste storage tanks, fiiters, glove boxes, section
of ventilation duct work and combustible and noncombustible trash.

Now some of the waste contained long lived activity. Some of the waste
contained transuranic activity and these wastes were assumed to go to deep
geologic disposal.

The other wastes in the plant were assumed to go to shallow land ourial.

You can see from the slide that about 60 percent of ihe total waste generated
in the decommissioning activities was assumed to be of such a nature to be
contaminated with transuranics so that it was necessary to dispose of it by
deep geological disposal. The other 40 percent was sent to shallow land
burial.

Now a deep geological disposal site has not been operated and so there is a
great deal of uncertainty in the actual cost of disposing of waste by deep
geologic disposal. And what we did, you can see that the cost of deep
geologic disposal is very high here. It's almost 30 million dollars.

wWhat we had to do is to look at some cther studies that had been done in
which the assumption had been made that waste was sent to deep geologic
disposal. And these other studies had assumed some cost for deep geologic
disposal.

We Tooked at these other studies and found that there was quite a range in

the cost that were assumed for deep geologic disposal and we took the
average of these. I think there were three studies that we looked at
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And so I simply want to point out that there is a great deal of uncertainty
in the cost of deep geologic disposal. They certainly will be higher than
the cost of shallow land burial, and significant fraction of the waste from
the fuel reprocessing plant has to go to deep geologic disposal.

(Slide.)

This slide shows accumulative radiation exposure for decommissioning workers
and for transport workers and for the general public from dismantiement of
the fuel reprocessing plant.

The first bar shows the accumulative radiation exposure for workers to
decommission the main process building, and then the exposure to workers
for decommissioning the liquid waste storage area, and so on.

We have here the radiation exposure to transport workers and finally the
radiation expnsure to the general public. The radiation exposure to the
general public is very‘small. About half of this results from aerosol
releases during decommissioning of the plant, and the remainder results
from transportation of the wastes.

In determining the radiation exposure due to transporation, we assumed that
the packages of waste that were transported would have the maximum surface
dose rates allowed in the Code of Federal Reguiations and then we simply
used the number of packages that we calculated and the total distance.

The wastes that went to shallow land burial, we assumed, were transported
by truck fo~ a distance of 500 miles. That's 800 kilometers.

Wastes that were transported to deep geologic disposal were transported by
rail a distance of 1500 miles, 2400 kilometers.
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To determine the radiation exposure to decommissioning workers we estimated
the radiation levels in various parts of the plant and s'mply multiplied
them by the number of man years required to decommission these various
areas.

For the decommissioning workers the total of 142 man years of effort was

required. The total man-rems for decommissioning workers comes out to be
512 ard as I said, this was 142 man years required. The average man-rem

per quarter then is 0.9 man-rem per quarter. And we feel then that it is
possible to keep the average exposure rate to the decommissioning worker

within allowable limits.

(Slide.)

This slide compares the costs of immediate dismantlement with the costs of
deferred dismantlement after passive safe storage and after custodial safe
storage. We assumed that deferred dismantlement would take place 10 or 30
or 100 years after passive safe storage or 10 or 30 or 100 years after
custodial safe storage.

And these are then the total costs compared with the 67 million dollars
required for immediate dismantlement.

Now the red bar here represents the preparations that have to be done to
place the facility in safe storage.

The yellow bar represents the cost of interim care for 10 or 30 or 100
years.

The green bar represents the cost for deferred dismantlement at the end of
the interim care period. In the costs of passive safe storage -- the cost
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of preparations is a little bit higher for passive safe storage than it is
for custodial safe storage because you have to put the facility in a condi-
tion so that you can perform remote surveillance. You shut down the ventila-
tion system, you build some barriers and so the costs of initial decommission-
ing for passive safe storaga are about 2 million dollars higher than the

cost of initial decommissioning for custodial safe storage.

Similarly the costs of deferred dismantlement for passive safe storaje are

a little bit higher than they are for custodial safe storage because you

have to tear down the barriers that you initially erected, and you have to
restore the ventilation system because you have got workers coming in to
dismantle the plant and obviously you are going to have to have a ventilation
system in operation while you have got workers in the plant, and so the

cost of final dismantlement for passive safe storage is about a million
dollars higher for passive safe storage than it is for custodial safe
storage.

On the other hand, the interim care costs ar: much higher for the custodial
safe c<torage because you are doing on site surveillance and maintenance
whereas with passive safe storage you are doing remote surveillance and
maintenance.

So all in all after about 10 years, the total cost, the total decommissioning
cost for custodial safe storage, with deferred dismantlement, rapidly
exceeds the total cost for passive safe storage with deferred dismantling.

(Slide.)
This slide shows the accumulative radiation exposure to decommissioning
workers and to transportation workers and to the general public for immediate

dismantlement, and for deferred dismantlement after passive safe storage,
and after custodial safe storage.
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And again we have assumed that deferred dismantlement takes place after 10
or 30 or 100 years. And you can see tiiat the exposure decreases if you
defer dismantlement. Note that the exposure during interim care is higher
for custodial safe storage than it is for passive safe storage.

This is because custodial safe storage implies that interim care is an on-
site activity whereas passive safe storage implies that interim care is a
remote activity.

(Slide.)

This slide compares the cost and the radiation exposure for immediate
dismantlement and for deferred dismantlement.

The yellow bars represent the cost and the green bars represent the radiation
exposures, and these are now total radiation exposures to decommissioning
workers, transportation workers, and the general public. And if one, then,
were to have to make a choice as to whether to decommission a plant, dismantle
a plant i:nmediately or to defer dismantlement, one would of course look at
something 1ike this and say, well, what *ppens to the cost if we defer
dismantlement, what happens to the radiation exposure if we defer dismantle-
ment, and of course, there are other factors that one would also have to
consider. And these are social anu political factors, and maybe other
economic factors.

And so the choice of whether to dismantle a plant immediately or to defer
dismantiement would have to be made on a site specific basis. But two of
the factors that you would consider would be how the costs change as you
defer dismantlement, and also how the total radiation exposure changes if
you defer dismantlement. And of course, the costs go up, the total radiation
exposures go down.
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(Slide.)

Dick indicated that we developed a methodology for determining the allowable
residual contamination level in the plant based on a dose of 1 millirem per
year to the maximum exposed individual.

Notice that with time after plant shutdown, the residual contamination
level changes. The reason that it changes is that the mix of radionuclides
have different half lives.

(Slide.)

Finally, this slide summarizes the conclusions from our fuel reprocessing
plant study.

Decommissioning is feasible with existing technology. We were able to
postulate existing techniques or at least techniques that were *. the
advanced stage of development for decommissioning the plant.

Decommissioning costs are 67 million dollars for immediate dismantlement.
Waste management costs are high. They are high because a lot of the waste
has to be sent to deep geologic disposal.

Probably the most difficult activity w2~ the dismantlement of the high
level liquid waste storage tanks. These underground tanks are where the
waste from the fuel reprocessing is stored.

We assumed that quite a lot of concrete had to be chipped away from the
walls of the building. It wzuld be desirable to do some things to minimize
concrete contamination by increasing the number of stainless steel liners
that are used, or painting the concrete walls with some sort of a strippable
coating.
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Remote maintenance, and by this I mean if the plant is designed for remote
maintenance, then you can use the existing facilities for remote maintenance
to help you cecommission the plant. This reduces the cost and occupational
exposures of decommissioning the plant.

A liquid waste capability is an advantageous thing to have in decommissioning
the plant. Compartmentation of process areas is advantageous. It reduces
occupational exposures while you are decommissioning the plant.

You noted that there was a modest occupationai exposure that resulted from
deferred dismantlement and this may be an incentive to defer dismantlement

for 10 or 30 or 100 years.

That concludes my presentation on decommissioning of a fuel reprocessing
plant.
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Safety and cost information was developed for the con-
ceptual decommissioning of a large [1175 MK({e)] pressurized
water reactor (PWR) and a la.ge nuclear fuel reprocessing
plant (FRP). Two approaches to decommissioning, Immediate
Dismantlement an¢ Safe Storage with Deferred Dismantlement,
were studied to obtain comparisons between costs, occupational
radiation doses, potentiai radiation dose to the public, and
other safety impacts.

For the PWR, Immediate Dismantlement was estimated to
require about six years to complete, including two years of
planning and preparation prior to final reactor shutdown, at
a cost of $42 million, and an accumulated occupational radia-
tion dose of about 1325 man-rem. Preparations for Safe
Storage were estimated to require about three years to complete,
including 1-1/2 years for planning and preparation prior to
final reactor shutdown, at a cost of $13 million ind an accu-
mulated occupational radiation dose of about 430 man-vem. The
annual cost during the Safe Storage period was estimated to be
about $80 thousand. Deferred dismantlement following a 30-year
period of Safe Storags was estimated to requive at. .t $37
million and an occupational radiation dose about 24 man-rem.

For the FRP, Immediate Dismantlement was estimated to
require about seven years to complete, including two years of
planning and preparation prior to final plant shutdown, at a
cost of $67 million, and an accumulated occupational radiation
dose of about 532 man-rem. Preparations for Safe Storage were
estimated to require about four years, including about 1-1/2
years for planning and preparation prior to final plant shut-
down, at a cost of $20 to $22 million and an accumulated
occupational radiation dose of 72 to 84 man-rem for the cus-
todial and passive modes, respectively. The annual cost during
the Safe Storage period was estimated to be about $880 K for
the custodial mode and about $182 K for the passive mode.
Deferred dismantlement following a 30-year period of Safe
Storage was estimated to require about $50 million and an
accumulated occupational radiation dose of about 226 man-rem.
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FROM THE FACILITY TO PUBLIC SAFETY IS WITHIN

ACCEPTABLE BOUNDS.
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DECOMMISSIONING STUDY OBJECTIVES

ASCERTAIN ADEQUACY OF AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY,
ESTIMATE CUMULATIVE RADIATION DOSE,

ESTIMATE MANPOWER AND COSTS,

FOR DECOMMISSIONING NUCLEAR FACILITIES

VIA ALTERNATIVE MODES.




BASIC WORK ELEME:'TS IN
DECOMMISSIONING ¢ TUDIES

e REGULATIONS REVIEW

e DECOMMISSIONING EXPERIENCE

e FACILITY CHARACTERIZATION
WORK PLANS, METHODS, SCHEDULE

661
®

e COSTS

e SAFETY
e ALLOWABLE RESIDUAL RADIOACTIVITY
FINANCING ALTERNATIVES



GENER/ L KEY BASES FOR DECOMMISSIONING
STUDIES

e EVALUATE SPECIFIC REAL FACILITY AS REFERENCE

¢ CONTAMINATION LEVELS ARE ESTIMATED ASSUMING
GOOD HOUSEKEEPING

e GENERIC SITE

¢ SPECTRUM OF VIABLE DECOMMISSIONING MODES

002

®¢ PLANS PROVIDE BALANCE OF SAFETY AND COSTS
® ALARA PRINCIPLES FOR OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE
® CURRENT DECOMMISSIONING TECHNOLIGY

e EFFICIENT DECOMMISSIONING PERFORMANCE

¢ REFERENCE FACILITY IS ALONE ON THE SITE

¢ TRU AND HIGH ACTIVITY WASTES TO GEOLOGIC
DISPOSAL; OTHER RADIOACTIVE WASTES GO TO
SHALLOW LAND BURIAL
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DECOMMISSIONING MODES

DISMANTLEMENT

SAFE STORAGE

HARDENED
(ENTOMBMENT)

PASSIVE
(PROTECTIVE
STORAGE)

CUSTODIAL
(LAYAWAY)

(MOTHBALL)

COMPLETE DECONTAMINATION AND
REMOVAL OF RADIOACTIVITY
NO SURVEILLANCE

MAJOR DECONTAMINATION AND
REMOVAL OF RADIOACTIVITY
HARDENED ENTOMBMENT OF
RESIDUALS

INFREQUENT SURVEILLANCE

PARTIAL DECONTAMINATIC . AND
REMOVAL OF RADIOACTI\ 'TY
SEALING OF RESIDUALS

REMOTE CONTINUAL SURVEILLANCE

PARTIAL DECONTAMINATION AND
REMOVAL OF RADIOACTIVITY
CONFINEMENT OF RESIDUALS
CONTINUOUS SURVEILLANCE
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DISPOSITION CRITERIA
DECOMMISSIONING NUCLEAR FACILITIES

OBJECTIVE: DERIVE ACCEPTABLE RESIDUAL RADIOACTIVE
CONTAMINATION LEVELS FOR UNRESTRICTED USE
OF DECOMMISSIONED NUCLEAR FACILITIES.

¢ BASED ON RECOMMENDED DOSE {RATE) LIMITS
FOR MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

®¢ CONSIDER ALL POTENTIAL EXPOSURE
PATHWAYS

¢ METHOD GENERALLY APPLICABLE TO ALL
NUCLEAR FACILITIES

® CONSISTENT WITH EXISTING CRITERIA FOR
DECOMMISSIONING
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GENERAL METHODOLOGY FOR CALCULATING
ALLOWABLE CONTAMINATION LEVELS

e DEVELOP RADIONUCLIDE RELEASE SCENARIOS

e COMPUTE ANNUAL DOSES FOR RADIONUCLIDE RELFASES
FROM THE REFERENCE RADIONUCLIDE INVENTORY

e COMPUTE RATIO OF CALCU’ ATED ANNUAL DOSES TC
ANNUAL DOSE LIMIT

e COMPUTE ALLOWABLE RELEASES OF REFERENCE INVENTORY
THAT RESULT IN THE ANNUAL DOSE LIMIT

e COMPUTE THE MAXIMUM CONTAMINATION LEVELS THAT
RESULT IN THE ALLOWABLE RADIONUCLIDE RELEASES
e USE MOST RESTRICTIVE PATHWAYS AND ORGAN

DOSES
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BASIC ALTERNATIVES FOR FINANCING
DECOMMISSIONING

® PAY WHEN INCURRED
¢ PREPAID SINKING FUND

¢ ANNUAL PAYMENT SINKING FUND
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FINANCIAL ALTERNATIVES

CASE FORMULA
PAY WHEN s +j)"
INCURRED 5 1+k"
a-
PREPAID SINKING . M (+i)°
FUND i "E n+k?
ANNUAL PAYMENT r s(1+j)"
SINKING FUND Pll= | & T
2 U+)7 (1+10)
b=1

INTEREST RATE = 8%
INFLATION RATE = 6%
DISCOUNT RATE = 10%

i
)
k

’E

)"‘

(n+k)?

FUNDS ACCUMULATED _
AFTER 40 YEARS

PRESENT VALUE COST

$10 MILLION

$27 MILLION

$15.3 MILLION

= $452 MILLION



DEPRECIATION WITH NEGATIVE SALVAGE VALUE

MILLIONS OF DOLLARS

400
300 |
CAPITAL
200 (  RECOVERY
100
0 CONSTANT DOLLAR
DECOMMISSIONING
COSTS
100
.200 INFLATED
.  DECOMMISSIONING
COSTS
-300
-400
-500 | | 1 |

0 10 20 30 40
YEARS AFTER PLANT STARTUP
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DECOMMISSIONING A
FUEL REPROCESSING PLANT

207
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DECOMM'SSIONING MODES

e IMMEDIATE DISMANTLEMENT

e PASSIVE SAFE STORAGE WITH
DEFERRED DISMANTLEMENT

® CUSTODIAL SAFE STORAGE WITH
DEFERRED DISMANTLEMENT
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TYPICAL SEQUENCE OF
DISMANTLEMENT ACT'VITIES

¢ PLANNING AND PREPARATION

e CHEMICAL DECONTAMINATION

¢ REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED EQUIPMENT

¢ MECHANICAL DECONTAMINATION OF STRUCTURES
e WASTE PACKAGING AND SHIPMENT

e FINAL RADIATION SURVEY

e STRUCTUrE DEMOLITION AND SITE RESTORATION
(OPTIONAL)
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SEQUENCE OF MAJOR DISMANTLEMENT ACTIVITIES

MAIN PROCESS BLDG.

EMPTY WASIE |

LIQUID WASTE STORAGE ‘J"

YEARS FROM PLANT SHUYDOWN

TANKS
WASTE
PLANNING AND ggé'g;" e N MR ! _[RESTOR
PREPARATION SOLIOWY WasIEs  |cATION 1> IsiTE
PROCESS PLANT :
WASTE :
|
r.n.s.s.l ----------
STORE AND LOAD.OUT '}
SOLIDIFIED WASTE :
————————— —
T AUXIOARY T Ty
G RTETA AREAS =
L 1 L | 1 | |
2 r 2 3 B 5
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COSTS OF IMMEDIATE DISMANTLEMENT

LABOR

MATERIALS AND
EQUIPMENT

WASTE
MANAGEMENT

SUBCONTRACTS

UTILITIES,
TAXES, ETC.

21.8 (32.5%)
6.2 (9.3%)
30.2 (45.1%)
4.6 (6.9%)
3.8 (5.7%)
] 1 | | i |
5 10 15 20 25 30

MILLIONS OF 1978 DOLLARS

35



COSTS OF IMMEDIATE DISMANTLEMENT

LABOR 4 MAIN PROCESS BLDG.
1 L1auID WASTE STORAGE
ALL OTHER
MATERIALS AND - -
EQUIPMENT
WASTE NHLMMMNNNNNNSSN N
M A N A G E M E NT 2 g

UTILITIES, TAXES,
ETC.

| | | 1 |

5 10 15 20 25
MILLIONS OF 1978 DOLLARS
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RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL DISPOSAL

DEEP
GEOLOGICAL
DISPOSAL

cosT

VOLUME |
SHALLOW

LAND
BURIAL

COsT

VOLUME |

SR ‘ DISPOSAL

B "RANSPORTATION

B

] J CONTAINERS
-k L | |
0 10 15 20 25 30
MILLIONS OF 1978 DOLLARS
L | 1 | l J
0 2 3 3 5 6

THOUSANDS OF CUBIC METERS
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RADIATION DOSES FROM DISMANTLEMENT OF
REFERENCE FUEL REPROCESSING PLANT

CUMULATIVE RADIATION DOSE (MAN-REM)

250

200

150

100

50

241
197
51
20 20 19
2 B

RO - B
MAIN LIQUID WASTE FUEL AUXILIARIES TRANSPORT GENERAL
PROCESS WASTE SOLIDIFI- RECEIVING WORKERS PUBLIC
BLDG. STORAGE CATION AND

PLANT STORAGE



SLe

OCCUPATIONAL RADIATION DOSES FROM DISMANTLEMENT
OF REFERENCE FUEL REPROCESSING PLANT

AVERAGE
FACILITY AREA MAN YEARS MAN-REM MAN-REM/QUARTER
MAIN PROCESS BUILDING 51.4 241 1.17
LIQUID WASTE STORAGE 51.8 197 0.95
WASTE SOLIDIFICATION PLANT 271 51.2 0.47
FUEL RECEIVING AND STORAGE 9.3 19.8 0.563
AUXILIARIES 2.7 3.3 0.30

TOTALS 142 512 0.90
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TYPICAL SENUENCE OF SAFE
STORAGE ACTIVITIES

® PLANNING AND PREPARATION
¢ CHEMICAL DECONTAMINATION

¢ MECHANICAL DECONTAMINATION AND FiXING
OF RESIDUAL CONTAMINATION

¢ EQUIPMENT DEACTIVATION
¢ ISOLATION OF CONTAMINATED AREAS

¢ FINAL PREPARATIONS FOR SURVEILLANCE AND
MAINTENANCE

¢ INTERIM CARE
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SUMMARY OF DECOMMISSIONING COSTS

ACCUMULATED DECOMMISSIONING COST
(MILLIONS OF 1978 DOLLARS)

-
D
Q

-
o
o

-
N
o

-
o
o

80

60

40

20

- FINAL DISMANTLEMENT

67

157

INTERIM CARE

INITIAL DECOMMISSIONING
90

O\ N \
5 N\ A\ \ LN\
§ N N\

. ff, SRRRRIRRN

b N

10 30 100 10 30 100
DISMANTLEMENT AFTER DISMANTLEMENT AFTER
PASSIVE SAFE STORAGE CUSTODIAL SAFE STORAGE

YEARS AFTER SHUTDOWN WHEN DISMANTLEMENT BEGINS
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COSTS OF PASSIVE SAFE STORAGE WITH
DISMANTLEMENT AFTER 30 YEARS

28.0 (36.1%)
MATERIALS AND

EQUIPMENT 8.1 (10.5%)

LABOR

>

30.7 (39.6%)
MANA s T
MANAGEMINT ANNANNANRANNNNN

PREPARATIONS

SUBCONTRACTS ~J FOR SAFE STORAGE
UT'L'T'ES, 'NTER'M CARE
TAXES, ETC. DEFERRED
DISMANTLEMENT
| | | | < | L
5 19 15 20 25 30 35

MILLIONS OF 1978 DOLLARS



COSTS OF CUSTODIAL SAFE STORAGE WITH
DISMANTLEMENT AFTER 30 YEARS

37.3 (39.1%)

LABOR

MATERIALS AND

EQUIPMENT
3 WASTE
MANAGEMENT
| ~—— PREPARATIONS FOR
SUBCONTRACTS -4'9 (5.1%) .1 SAFE STORAGE
13.0 (13.6%) ] INTERIM CARE
oqune,.
. ETC. DISMANTLEMENT
| | 1 ¥ 3 | |
5 10 N 30 35 40

MILLIONS OF 1978 DOLLARS
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RADIATION DOSES FROM DECOMMISSIONING

CUMULATIVE RADIATION DOSE
(MAN-REM)

600
551 - '
| GENERAL PUBLIC
500 |-
Q\~ 460 468 TRANSPORTATION
NN
oot B SRSV PN
ol NN W — | INTERIM CARE
WA v\ AN
N N 320 NN ] DECOMMISSIONING
NN N . OPERATIONS
300 Py R
NWNENEWN N R
N RY RN Y R
20 NN N K N N e
§\§§ AN NN 141 NN ;‘\\ \
N R RN NN R
e R N Y R N A
NN A A A YR
NN R A AN N A RN
\ \\ L\ \\\ \\\ \ \ \\\: k N\ AN \

\ AN\ N\ N\
0 10 30 100 10 30 100
DISMANTLEMENT AFTER DISMANTLEMENT AFTER
PASSIVE SAFE STORAGE CUSTODIAL SAFE STORAGE

YEARS AFTER SHUTDOWN WHEN DISMANTLEMENT BEGINS




DECOMMISSIONING A FUEL REPROCESSING PLANT

COST AND EXPOSURE COMPARISONS FOR

(W3H-NVYW)
FHNSOdX3 NOILLYIAVYH A31VINWNOIV

777 wi\ 77777 4\.\\\ Nwa 7

T T7
/
/ / / /
Lol UL L L \\\ \

468
-~

10
DISMANTLEMENT AFTER

CUSTODIAL SAFE STORAGE

-4 DOLLARS
MAN-REM

100

DISMANTLEMENT AFTER

PASSIVE SAFE STORAGE
YEARS AFTER SHUTDOWN WHEN DISMANTLEMENT BEGINS

S

7777 777777
2? SE: \:%\\\\ UL \s

30

iy \\\\\\\\\\ /

460

10

o)

w [ \\\\\\\ W \\\

1 1 1 |
o o o o
@ © < ~N

140 |-
120 |-
100 |

(SHVYT10C 8461 40 SNOITTIW)
1S0D ONINOISSIWWO0D23a a3LVvINWNIIVY
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EXAMPLES OF DISPOSITION CRITERIA FOR THE REFERENCE
FUEL REPROCESSING PLANT FOR UNRESTRICTED USE

LOCATION

FACILITY

SITE

TIME
AFTER PLANT SHUTDOWN
YEARS

0
10
30

100

10
30
100

ALLOWABLE RESIDUAL
CONTAMINATION LEVEL, uCi/m?,
BASED ON MAXIMUM ANNUAL
DOSE OF 1 mrem/yr

1.4E-2
1.5E-2
1.7E-2
2.0E-2
8.2E-3
6.6E-3
4. 3E-3
3.2E-3
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CONCLUSIONS FROM FUEL REPROCESSING
PLANT STUDY

e DECOMMISSIONING IS FEASIBLE WITH EXISTING TECHNOLOGY

e DECOMMISSIONING COSTS ARE SIGNIFICANT BUT NOT
EXORBITANT

e WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS ARE HIGH
e HLLW STORAGE DECOMMISSIONING I€ DIFFICULT, COSTLY
% INCENTIVES TO MINIMIZE CONCRETE CONTAMINATION

e REMOTE MAINTENANCE REDUCES COSTS, OCCUPATIONAL
EXPOSURES

e LLW PROCESSING CAPABILITY IS ADVANTAGEOUS
e COMPARTMENTATION OF PROCESS AREAS IS ADVANTAGEOUS

® MODEST OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE INCENTIVE TO DEFER
DISMANTLEMENT



DECOMMISSIONING A PRESSURIZED
WATER REACTOR
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RADIOACTIVITY
(NORMALIZED TO UNITY AT 30 YEARS)

1.0
9
0.8
0.7
0.6

0.5
0.4

0.3
0.2
0.1

BUILDUP OF ACTIVATION PRODUCTS

k. ERR

CORE SHROUD *Co
et CORE BARREL

*Nb

1 i l

"

" L 1 i | A 1
8 12 16 20 24 28
EFFECTIVE FULL POWER YEARS

32
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CORE SHROUD RADIOACTIVITY AT REACTOR SHUTDOWN

RADIONUCLIDE ssFe “Co SN Mo e 0 “Nb
HALF LIFE (YEARS) 2.7 5.3 100 3,500 5,760 20,000
EMISSIONS 18.Y B.Y B B, Y B B.1
RADIOACTIVITY 1.3x10° 9.6x10° 1.2x10° 3.6x10"' 1.5x10° 5.4
(Cy

EXTERNAL DOSE R2TE  0.11 560,000 - - - 2.0

(R. hr)

80,000
iB,Y

7.4 x 107

0.09
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DECAY OF ACTIVATION PRODUCTS

NORMALIZED RADIOACTIVITY LEVEL

NORMALIZED RADIATION DOSE RATE

100
107 E
—
102} I
107} b
: TOTAL 1
[ DOSE RATE |
104 E»- E
. %Nb DOSE 3
RATE
10
4 ©Co DOSE
L RATE .
10-s| **Ni DOSE RATE N
—t
sFe DOSE ]
1077 i N

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
YEA®Z AFTER REACTOR SHUT DOWN



COSTS OF IMMEDIATE DISMANTLEMENT

STA: LABOR

RADIOACTIVE
MATERIAL DISPOSAL

o !

DEMOLITION

ELECTRICITY

SPENT FUEL SHIPMENT

EQUIPMENT
AND SUPPLIES

NUCLEAR INSURANCE

CONTRACTOR SERVICES

| b 1

0 2 73 6 8 10 12
MILLIONS OF 1978 DOLLARS
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$ MILLIONS

RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL DISPOSAL COSTS

& it K
i n
| | 13,510 m?3
I 0P P77
5| I 2.5 : geolegic 4 shallow
| : ; disposal .~ 3—1land
: " 2774 burial
4+ 2
11191 ¢!
- ;é%ﬁ%ff;; transport
‘ """ .ll'
2

containers

DO
oooo
.o

ACTIVATED CONTAINMENT OTHER DIOACTIVE
COMPONENTS BUILDING BUILDINGS WASTE

CONTAMINATED MATERIAL



ANNUAL EXPENDITURES ($ MILLIONS)

EXPENDITURE IMMEDIATE
PATTERN DURING  5isMANTLEMENT

15

14

+13

12

1

10

-

DEMOLI-
"TION

T

- 7

/ FUEL SHIP/MFNT

IIJLL

v

000
000 % 00707000
® 4 "

0\.0.0.0.0‘0 "0’ :E KKK

: o
D :«"’."“. ..00000
WO e e aaa s XX 3
I i v 2 ////,/:;,:,:,z;:,:;,:,:

L L Ll

1 2 3 4
YEAR OF EX” ENDITURE RELATIVE TO REACTOR _HUTDOWN
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COSTS OF PREPARATIONS FGR SAFE STORAGE

|

STAFF LABOR 4.5

SPENT FUEL SHIPMENT 3.1 (24.4%)

ELECTRICITY

EQUIPMENT
AND SUPPLIES

LE2

RADIOACTIVE
MATERIAL DISPOSAL

NUCLEAR INSURANCE 0.4 (2.9%)

CONTRACTOR SERVICES 0.4 (3.0%)

A A L A

(36 2%)

0 1 2 3 4 5

MILLIONS OF 1978 DOLLARS
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ANNUAL EXPENDITURES ($ MILLIONS)

EXPENDITURE PATTERN DURING PREPARATIONS
FOR SAFE STORAGE

L i
+ -

-

Mr—w—-ﬁ»u

II#»

. SPENT
. FUEL
L SHIPMENT

L 8 i 43
1  § 1

11

YEAR OF EXPENDITURE RELATIVE TO REACTOR SHUTDOWN
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CUMULATIVE COSTS FOR DEFERRED DISMANTLEMENT

80

70

60

50

40 -

30

20

10 -

MILLIONS OF CONSTANT 1978 DOLLARS

CUMULATIVE DECOMMISSIONING COSTS,

Aa

" 4

& .

B 5n.2
E

A - IMMEDIATE DISMANTLEMENT

B - DISMANTLEMENT DEFERRED <0 YEARS
C - DISMANTLEMENT DEFERRED 30 YEARS
D - DISMANTLEMENT DEFERRED 50 YEARS
E - DISMANTLEMENT DEFERRED 100 YEARS

C 51.8 E 50.8
D 46.8 (

!

# WEE - -

|

1 | l 1 1 | ] 1 l

-10

0

10

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110
YEARS SINCE REACTOR SHUTDOWN
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CUMULATIVE PRESEN7T VALUE COSTS FOR DEFERRED
DISMANTLEMENT

80

A - IMMEDIATE DISMANTLEMENT

70 I B - DISMANTLEMENT DEFERRED 10 YEARS
C - DISMANTLEMENT DEFERRED 30 YEARS
D - DISMANTLEMENT DEFERRED 50 YEARS

U
o -

n
Wkeo 60| E - DIt/AANTLEMENT DEFERRED 100 YEARS
g 05
~05 S0

(T A 39.3

£Loo 40 { 8 36.4 ANNUAL INFLATION RATE: 6%
43 ANNUAL DISCOUNT RATE: 10%
ws g 30 C 248
g ¥ ' D 18.3
J02% 20 i E 14.8
i -~ 4
u 10 e

1 ] | 1 1 | 1 | 1 1
-10 O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110
YEARS SINCE REACTOR SHUTDOWN
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CUMULATIVE RADIATION DOSE (MAI] REM)

AADIATION DOSES
FROM VARIOUS DECOMMISSIONING ACTIVITIES

500 oo
IMMEDIATE
¥ DISMANTLEMENT
400+
] PREPARATIONS FOR
= SAFE STORAGE
300+
227 £
200} 176
134 140
X 100
100+ 58 3
e 30 15 -
° & & (3 3 =
REACTOR AUXILIARY FUEL SPENT FUEL MISC TRANSPORT GENERAL
BUILDING BUILDING BUILDING HANDLING WORKERS PUBLIT
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CUMULATIVE RADIATION DOSE

RADIATION DOSES FROM DECGMMISSIONING

ﬂ— Transportation

(MAN-REM)

1400
1200
1000
800
600
400
200
0

YEARS AFTER SHUTDOWN WHEN DISMANTLEMENT BEGINS

—— ismantlement

Preparations for Safe Storage

V "/’/, A
% w7
0 30 50 100
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COST AND EXPOSURE COMPARISONS FOR
DECOMMISSIONING A PWR

DISMANTLEMENT SAFE LTORAGE WITH DISMANTLEMENT DEFERRED (YEARS)

: 0 1400
- 1220 ER DOLLARS

5 60} e 23 MAN REM {1200
2 & 50 22 47

- B0t g ~ | 11000
42 |

2S a0} & 1800
g2 -

2% 30} 5 {600
53 :

°° a5t : 1400
(]

S :

< 10} : 1200
- :

= E

< IMMEDIATE i~ 'FARS 30 YEARS 50 YEARS

ACCUMULATED RADIATION EXPOSURE (MAN-REM)
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SUMMARY OF THE DISPOSITION CRITL (1A FOR THE
REFERENCE PWR FACILITY AND REFERE! ~ SITE

ACCEPTABLE RESIDUAL CONTAMINATION LEVELS FOR AN
ANNUAL DOSE LIMIT OF 1 mrem PER YEAR

SURFACE CONTAMINATICN SOIL CONTAMINATION

;'I:.UETSS":: MIXED TO 1cm MIXEDTO 15cm
(YEARS) (uCi/me) (pCi/g) (pCi/g)

PWR FACILITY 0 2.3 x 107" — -

100 3.2x10" -— -
SITE (GESMO) 0 1.4x107 9.4x10" 6.2x107?

100 1.1x 102 7.4 x10" 49 x107?
SITE (NUREG-0218) 0 1.1 x107? 7.4 x 10" 49 x 107

100 6.6 x10° 44 x10" 29 x107?
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CONCLUSIONS FROM PWR STUDY

DECOMMISSIONING CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED USING
PRESENT-DAY TECHNOLOGY

COSTS ARE SIGNIFICANT, BUT MANAGEABLE

CCCUPATIONAL RADIATION DOSES ARE
SIGNIFICANT, BUT MANAGEABLE

PUBLIC RADIATION DOSES ARE SMALL, MOSTLY
FROM TRANSPORT OF RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS

THERE ARE COST AND DOSE REDUCTION
INCENTIVES TO DESIGN BETTER FOR
DECOMMISSIONING



BACKGROUND MATERIAL
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TECHNICAL APPROACH FOR DECOMMISSIONING STUDY

SELECT AND
CHARACTER| ZE
FACILITY/SITE "
| PERFORM SAFETY Z
oy ANALYSES
DEFINE DEFINE '
DECOMMI SSIONING o| DECOMMISSIONING cogopage m}m
ALTERNATIVES PLANS AND OTHER EFFECTS
TECHNIQUES
ESTIMATE
——{  COSTS AND -
2 OTHER EFFECTS

DEVELOP GENERALIZED
DISPOSITION
CRITERIA




Mode

SUMMARY OF DECOMMISSIONING MODE CHARACTERISTICS

Dismantliement

Safe Storage

Hardened

Passive

Custodial

Facility Status

Plant Equipment - removed

Continuing Care Staff - none

Security - none

Environmental Monitoring -
none

Radioactivity - removed

Surveillance - none

Structures - removal optional

Plant Equipment - none
operating

Continuing Care Staff -
none on site

Security - hardened barriers,
fencing and posting

Environmental Monitoring -
infrequent

Radioactivity - hardened
sealing

Surveillance - infrequent

Structures - partial removal
optional

Plant Equipment - none
operating
Continuing Care Staff -
optional (on.ite) -
routine inspections
Security - remote aiarms
Environmental Monitoring -
routine periodic
Radioactivity - immobilized/
sometimes sealed
Surveillance - periodic
Structures - intact

Plant Equinment - <ome
operating

Continuing Care Staff - some
required

Security - continuous

Environmental Monitoring -
continuous

Radioactivity - confined

Surveillance - continuous

Structures - intact

<42

Plant/Site Use

Plant - Unrestricted
Site - Unrestricted

Plant - Conditional
Non-nuciear
Site - Conditional
Non-nuclear

Plant - Nuclear unly
Site - Conditional
Non-nuclear

Plant - Nuclear Only
Site - Nuclear Only



GCENERALIZED DECOMMISSIONING PATHWAYS AND ALTERNATIVES FOR MANY FUEL CYCLE FACILITIES

. R R S R ——— --—.------—.-—-—-—-—-—-—.—-—-—-—---—-
.

I
i ESSENTIALLY NO USE FOR NONRAD|OACTIVE OPERATIONS | RESTRICTED OR | UNRESTRICTED

: e | CONDITIONALUSE |  USE
INCREASING o= = = a— S ToRiNG
DECOMMISSIONING | PLANT CU§}Q,‘E’"L ! REQUIRED) |
WORK IN OPERATI STORAGE T o |

— — — c— * ——
PASSIVE SAFE :
i STORAGE | RADIS:((:ZIIYVHY '

STORAGE RADIOACTIVITY

eve

- —— — —

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
DECAY : |
I
!
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

O ————— — - — - - ———

~
N ! RADIOACTIVITY i
o HARDENED SAF. i T Eeles S oy . SRR fa—
STORA&( e . T
(ENTOMBMENT) .
| s DEFERRED :
| | D1 SMANTLEMENT '
IMMED |ATE -
DISMANTLEMENT
SRR L < A A e - T T I SR T S SRR S e d . ¢ J

APPROXIMATE TIME = emnegy

> DECISION POINT

> DECISION POINT INCLUDING POSSIBILITY FOR CONVERTING TO OTHER NUCLEAR USE
[] oECOMMISSIONING ACTION

== == == UNLIKELY ROUTE



GENERIC ORGANIZATION OF DECOMMISSIONING REPORTS

Report Titles: SAFETY AND COSTS OF DECOMMISSIONING A REFERENCE

NUCLEAR
Main Report
1. Introduction
& Summary
3. Review of Decoomissioning Experience
- Includes lessons on past decommissioning
4. Decommissioning Alternatives and Study Approach
B hegulatory Considerations for Decommissioning
6. Approaches to Financing of Decommissioning
- Includes section on taxation
7. Characteristics of the Reference _ _ _Facility
- Site facility description and reference inventory, dose rates
8. Methodology for Determining Acceptable Contamination Levels for the
Decommissioned Reference Facility
8A. Environmental Monitoring and Record Keeping is a separate section
for LLW Burial Ground Study Only
5. Decommissioning Activities
[LLW study may have one section for safe storage and one section for
dismantlement
10. Decommissioning Costs
- Cost of all activities will be summarized here. includino plant
organization and manpower, materials and services, waste disposal
and transportation
11. Public and Occupational Safety
- Routine and accident. including ncn-radiological
12. Discussion of Resultis
13. Design [and Operational for LLW and Mi11 Tailings Only] Considerations
to Facilitate Decommissioning
14. Glossary

244
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{
GENERIC ORGANIZATION OF DECOMMISSIONING REFORTS

\

Appendix
A Reference_ _ Facility Description
B. Reference Site Description
C Estimates of Residual Radioactivity
D Financial Considerations
E. Radiation Dcse Methodology
- Include details for "disposition criteria” derivation and dose
calculational models used throughout the report and any detailed
calculational results
s Decommissioning Activities for Immediate Dismantlement
G. Decommissioning Activities for Safe Storage
- Includes deferred dismantlement
- For the mill study, sections F and G may be deconmissioning of
the mill plant and tailings, respectively.
H. Cost Assessment Details
s Safety Assessment Details
J. Environmental Monitorino (for LLW study and possibly mill tailings)
K.

Record Keeping (for LLW study and possibly mill tailings)
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SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES FOR DECOMMISSIONING FUEL CYCLE
FACILITIES

PASSIVE SAFE CUSTODIAL SAFE

STORAGE, STORAGE,
INTERIM INTERIM
HARDENED CONTINUING CONTINUING
SAFE STORAGE CARE AND CARE A 'D
IMMEDIATE EVENTUAL EVENTUA.
ACTIVITY DISMANTLEMENT (ENTOMBMENT) DISMANTLEMENT DISMANTLEMENT
PLANNING AND .
PREPARAT.ON X X X x
CHEMICAL
DECONTAMINATION X X X X
EQUIPMENT
DEACTIVATION X X X X
EQUIPMENT
REMOVAL X X * L
RELOCATION X X
MECHANICAL
DECONTAMINATION X X X X
IMMEDIATE
DEMOLITION AND SITE
RESTORATION X
FIXING OF RESIDUAL
RADIOACTIVITY X X X
ISOLATION CF
CONTAMINATED
AREAS X X
INTERIM CONTINUING
CARE, SURVEILLANCE PARTIAL X X
ULTIMATE DEMOLITION
AND SITE
RESTORATION POSSIBLE L] L]
X = APPLIES

® = APPLIES AFTER INTERIM CARE
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GENERIC ORGANIZATION OF DECOMMISSIONING REPORTS

Appendix

B
B
C.
D
E

Reference_ _ _Facility Description
Reference Site Description
Estimates of Residual Radioactivity
Financial Considerations

Radiation Dose Methodology

- Include details for "disposition criteria" derivation and dose
calculational models used throughout the report and any detailed
calculational results

Decommissioning Activities for Immediate Dismantlement

Decommissioning Activities for Safe Storage
- Includes deferred dismantlement

- For the mill study, sections F and G may be decommissioning of
the mill plant and tailings, respectivelyv.

Cost Assessment Details
Safety Assessment Details
Environmental Monitoring (for LLW study and possibly mill tailings)

Record Keeping (for LLW study and possibly mill tailings)
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DECOMMISSIONING HISTORY

REACTORS

5 POWER REACTORS

4 DEMO REACTORS

6 TEST REACTORS

50 RESEARCH REACTORS

MODES - PROTECTIVE STORAGE, ENTOMBMENT AND
DISMANTLING

FUEL CYCLE FACILITIES

U MILLS - 22 INACTIVE, ALL SOME DECOMMISSIONING,
TAILINGS MAJOR PROBLEM, RISK NOT FULLY
DEFINED

UF¢ CONVERSION - NONE 7O DATE, ANTICIPATE NO PROBLEMS

FUEL FAB - ONE DECOMMISSIONED, SEVERAL

DECONTAMINATED AND RELEASED

NONE, NFS SITUATION INCONSISTENT WITH
CURRENT POLICY

NONE

REPROCESSING

BURIAL GROUNDS
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TABLE L.1. A Digest of Nuclear Reactor Decommissionings(d)

Type of Year
Facrlity Name Decommes. Monmornng Sate Stocage De: e .
and Locaton Reacror Type (.‘m" Power Rating'*!  woning Luense Status System Measures onec woning Cost Information
HRE Flusd - tuel ™ 1MW Ovmantied - - - e - -
(Homaogeneous
Reacror Expen
ment) HNL
HRE-2 Flusd-fued ™ <1 MW Dwmantied - - 1954 - -
Hamogeneous
Reacror Expern-
ment) HNU
ARE Flusd-fued ™ 1MW DOnmantied - - - s - -
(Awcraft
Reactor baper
ment) HNL
P 2A Pressunsed M 0 MWy, 17 smantied - - v 4 - -
(Ponabie water type.
Medium Powe:  hght water
Mant modersted and
Crweniand cooked
PRy Craphae -~ - Sate Stocage - Continaonn Continuous 1985197y - -
(Hantord Pro- mode ated - survesiance mantenance
duction Reac water (ooed
tors, § wotal) (Lavaway!
Richiand, WA
VIR Prevure tube.  LPR 5 MW Safe Sorage  Byproduct Prriodic Weided closure.  1988*) - -
Carolng- eavy water imothbalied per 10 CFR survesilance locked doon.
Virgin Tube 00 covled » security fence
Reacror and modersted
Parr SC
Hailam Craphae o 256 MW, Entombed Operating Not required Welded closure s - Decommasoning
Hallam. Neb moderate author zaton concrete cover, took 3 years
sodium ooled terminated weatherprooted
Lol Orgaree cooled  DPR o5 MW, Entombed Operating SOt regured Welded chosure b -
Piqua Nuckear  and moderated author iz ation concrete cover. 0ok § yean
Powe Facility) terrinated waterprooted
Piqua Ohec
BONUS BWR wah DR 50 MW Entombed Operating Not required Weilded closure. 1990 - -
(Bong Nu- maclesr wuper authorization concrete cover
chear Super- heatin terrmnated loxked doon.
Peater Power ecunty lence
Seation)
Ricon. Pueno
R0
Walter Rewd Arormucs intey MTR 5w D antied e - e wn - -
Research natonsl Maode!
Reacror L-54. homo-
Washingron. D geneocus-tueied
Parhtinder Lo (] 190 MW, Sate Storage Two part kcense.  Continuous Weided dosre "w? M -
Souns Falls SD  nuclear super. imothbathed ! 10 CFR 50 posses- Mhrro‘“ wcurity fence
hewt with steam sion-onty and by
plant conversion  product 10 CFR 0
R Liquid wetal ™ - Deactivated. - Public accmm - w3 $75.000 jwost Dedicated &
(Expermental cooked deromam- via Natonal to convent for  Natonel
Fast Breeder nated. con- Park Service public accews  Monument in
Reactor) NRTS - verted for only! ..
idaho oublic access
Savton Reacror  PWR um 235 Mw Safe Searage Possession Intresion Weided clovure, wn N Owned oper -
Facibry otk alled) only alarm loxcked doon ated, ard de-
Suston, PA secunity fence commssoned
by SNE (Saxton
ment Corporaton)
Sow Sodium cooled.  LTR 2 MW Sate Storage Byproduct Intruson Welded closure "ws =
(Southwest fast imothbalied) o sate alarmn locked doors,
Experimental securty fence
Favt Ovide
Reactor)
Strichier AR
Eik River BWR tossd D MW, Owmantied Oyperating Not requves Not required we 6156
Reactor £ tuel super- and parial authorization took § years
River M e ating conversson termunated
ASTR - -~ 0 Mw Dwsmantied - - - we - -
Test Reactor)
US Air foece -
fi Worth, TX
Gim - e 10 Mw Dwmantied - e - wa e -
“wound Tew
e US
» Force
NARF
. Worth, TX
"ia - ~ 1MW Drsmantiend - - o= W - -
Reactniry Tew
Assernbly)
US Al forve -
NARE
. Worth, TX

Fou explanation of note e the boitom of the next page
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(Bank spaces in the tabular columm mdicate author was unable 10 locate the intormation from
the inerature studied

Mrintary
Test Reactor (Expermental, Research)

K'ﬂmwnmnmmuMmmmanuw-nmw:
lequmwm'“nmmna-rmn

o ‘Byproduct License” msued by an agr state i with auth granted by
0 CFR Pant 150
®ifim 10 be " safe storage . provided ugnif cant expe n dey "

INot required for NRC due to other onsite security force availability unrelated 1o the decom.
Mssioning activities. if the security force had not been available the NRC may have required
other control measures (e manned security or access control)

UM‘O‘MIO.I"WdMVmMW'wOI o
" oo -

of License or C Permi the rules by w  ch
2 hicemser may amend his hcense 1o obtain 8 possessOn-only Status this possession anty
Bcense i ued. reactor operation s NO! perMITIed.
(NiThe SRE facility & onby 1 of 8 and ,u:mnm
Dw of

Al Senta Susana, CA., DOE-owned site as part of the Al
facrlities Program

m-uhhbawmmwhmtymw
for unrestricted use

g

Dep: of Energy. |« rly Energy R ch and
Holifield National Labx atory. tormerly Clak Ridge National




PHILADELPHIA - Battelle Presentation - Comment and Response Session

Comment

An individual mentioned that shutdowns have been experienced in Pennsylvania
and that during these shutdowns the deterioration of the facility was

quite significant. He questioned how significant this is in the cost
figures presented and if it had even been considered.

Response

The assumption was made in these studies that steps were taken during
shutdown to carefully preserve all aspects of the facility so that
deterioration would not take place.

Comment

My concern is with the crew jumping ship before complete dismantlement
of the facility and not staying on to see it tarough all stages of
decommissioning.

Response

Bonus or other incentives could be set up to insure staff follow-through
during decommissioning. Another consideration could be a second reactor
which is still in operation on the same site.

Comment

How do you arrive at labor costs?

Response

In the study, +bor costs are broken down completely and the range con-
sidered from high-level managemrnt down to technicians and work crews.

Comment

You mentioned the possibility of cost doubling. How do you explain this?
Response

Generalized labor structure was used. We did not utilize the highly
compartmentalized craft or specialty structures that exist in some areas.
The use of these could double the cost of labor.
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Comment

You say that your costs represent the middle range in waste disposal.

What in fact is the full range and is it represented in this report?
Response

Studies on this matter varied in cost by a factor of two. An archi-
tectural engineering firm completed separate cost estimates independently.
The figure at which they arrived was within 10 percent of the Battelle
figure.

Comment

There is in fact a heavy reliance on craft unions to handle decommission-
ing rather than the facility staff when you are looking at an individual
utility in an area where craft unions predominate the labor market. Is
this not a significant factor in determining cost?

Response
Yes.

Comment

What caveats would you offer in applying these labor costs elsewhere?
Response

Costs were site-specific. Great care must be used in applying them

elsewhere. A study «f the sensitiv Ly of costs to plant size is under-
way.

Comment

You talk about the costs for industry. What is the Federal government
doing?

Response

The Federal government owns a number of nuclear sites. For now, the
principal effort is in categorizing and assigning a priority to the de-
commissioning of these sites. The most urgent need today is to clean

up old milling sites and this is what government is targeting. The
Department of Energy is cataloging government-cwned sites and is attempt-
ing to develop a five-year plan to decommission.
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Comment

If the Federal government cannot complete decommissioning of their own
facilities, why are they expecting the States to do exactly that?
Response

The government has been largely utilizing temporary techniques such as
mothballing. However, there is a clear need for permanent solutions.

Comment
My comment here is that I tnink that it should be pointed out that waste
management must begin at the Federal level.

Comment

We have been trying for awhile to get the government to dispose of lTow-
level wastes and have run into habitual indecision. We feel that not
Congress, but Federal agencies must do something.

Response

I agree totally. Waste manag'ment is an urgent problem. In the interest
of emphasizing decommissioning at this workshop, we are trying to avoid
detailed discussions of waste disposal.

Comment

New York State is unique in haying contained all waste from the nuclear

facilities within the State. Reviews are available which cover the cost

and management of materials. I have a question concerning the costs
presented in your report:

1. PWR - Projection on pac2 G-25 (NUREG/CR-0130) for decontamination
presents a figure of $190-280 thousand. My question is whether
you can consider this a reasonable figure? In Dresden One, $16
million was spent to reach a 50 percent decontamination level.

2. On page 10 - 6, cost estimates for demolition of reactor contain-
ment vessels were $1.6 million. In our Elk River demolition, $1.05
million was spent decommissioning a much smaller vessel. Your figures
compared to ours lead me to question the reality of the estimates

254



presented. Reprocessing plant estimates go as high as $30 million.
I find difficulty in comparing your estimates with actual exper-
ience. And if these numbers are in fact unrealistic, then the
entire financial scheme developed in the presentation is also
inaccurate.
Response
Decontamination of a working facility for continued use must be done
guite carefully. Decontamination for destruction is a vastly different
procedure. NFS West Valley (an inactive reprocessing plant in New York
State) was not representative, although recommended for this study. The
cost at NFS was dominated by high-level waste tanks. High cost was due
to storage of waste in a chemical form which became ineffective in light
of regulations which were developed just after the plantwas licensed for
vperation. We must be quite careful in extrapolating the NFS results.
Decontamination costs at Dresden One (a working facility) represented a
specific was*e problem. Demolition costs (in our studies) were derived
from a contrator's cost estimates. The estimates were prepared from
examination of detailed plans of the plants and the estimates o.fered

were what this specific contractor felt would be for that (reference)
plant.

Comment

How many existing plant- have the ability to do the work discussed in

the presentation?

Response

The older plants in operation do not have the ability unless they have
been back-fitted and upgraded. Prior to 1972 and 1973, plants licensed
have simple and not very capable rad waste management systems. In the
mid-1970's selective upgrading was begun. A significani numier of plants
today have or have in development the capabilities.

Comment
An individual made the point that there is an avoidance of the entombment
issue in the presentation. A1l the utility companies which he represents
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have filed for permits to permanently entomb a number of nuclear facilities.
And he asks for comment on this avoidance.

Respunse

Permanent entombment is indeed a viable option under NEPA. Perhaps it

is less desirable for other reasons mentioned in the presentation. No
criterion is clearly available today for entombment, but estimates are

being included in decommissioning.

Comment
Furthermore, the same individual stated that entombment is favorable in

light of the lack of disposal sites and disposal options available.
Response

It was strongly felt that if there are no means of disposing of wastes,
then a facility should not be licensed to operate in the first place.

Comment

In the presentation there is a cost graph which covers a 40-year life
for a nuclear facility. I have never seen, nor can I expect, 40 years
to be a reasonable life span for a nuclear facility. I would like to
see cost figures redone for what I would feel would be a more realistic
life span.

Response
The life span is dependent entirely on the type of facility.
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PHILADELPHIA - Closing Plenary

After the presentation of the working group reports, the
floor was opened for a final comment period.

257



Mr. Robert Bernero:

Suggestion:

From past experience, a utility will not submit a plan until told
to do so.

It is therefore suggested that:

1. NRC require the licensee to submit a preliminary plan within
a given period after initial criticality (approx. 10 years).

Rationale: Since different plans for decommissioning
relate to various levels of cost, a general plan should
be chosen in order to forecast finance.

2. NRC should require a specific plan two years prior to RX
shutdown. This plan will vary as a radiation survey from
plant-to-plant will show a variance in radiation parameters.
Since there will be no positive clear line of demarcation
of irradiated piping and components, NRC should require an
independent radiation survey be held, documented and
verified by NRC or their delegates. This would determine,
from plant-to-plant, the amount of material to be removed.

Howard T. Schobl, Senior Engineer
Nuclear Services Corp., Region 1 Office
Box 92

Shippingport, PA 15077

(412) 643-5152
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Summary:

1. Without a submitted pre-plan of some kind from the operators
of nuclear facilities, it would be impossible for the NRC
to forecast a waste repository program.

2. A required 10-year radiation survey (should be required)
would be helpful to extrapolate and appruximate amount
of component/piping removal.

3. All of the above will trigger the operators to formulate
their own plan of action and provide much needed input
to the NRC.

Thank you for your considerations and would appreciate invitations
to further workshops.

Howard T. Schobl
Nuclear Services Corp.
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Please accept the following as beth my comments and observat. 'ns
of the NRC Federal State Workshop on Decommissioning:

1.

The participant; and observers both were often at a loss
because they had not gotten the three background documents
despite the fact that they had been sent out with
invitations from NRC.

The three background documents on (1) cost of decommissioning
LWR, (2) cost of decommissioning Nuke facilities, and (3) new
directions of NRC® in decommissioning had many questionable

to erroneous numbers in them. Peter Skinner of New York

did an excellent job of pointing some - not all - of these
out.

There were very few participants. [ estimate that there were
fewer than 100 participants and observers at these workshops
on September 19, 1978. Considering the importance - both
monetarily and healthwise - this number constitutes a very
poor showing. [ believe this shows the NRC's reluctance

to advertise the importance of this workshop properly and
fully. I hope the other two are better attended.

The NRC presented certain givens; i.e., those assumptions
which the NRC takes as Gospel. The worst of these is that
there is a proven, publicly acceptable, non-harmful
technology available to knock down and handle these
facilities with an acceptable level of danger to
individuals or the general public.

I admit that there are radwastes and we must do something
with them. [ do not agree that the NRC's reports constitute
the only route that can be taken with radwaste from
decommissioning. Further, I did not hear any alternate
radwaste strategy even considered.

The NRC presented some very unbelievable numbers. For
instance, the NRC calls out 1 mrad/yr exposures when a
facility is released for general use by the public. The
NRC does not attempt to gquarantee any particular exposure
after the release. Therefore, pockets of undetected or
purposely sealed-away material can break out in the
ensuing years. This type of action can show the 1 mrad/yr
or 1 mrem/yr exposure as a complete farce.
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9.

In the NUREG-0436 on NRC decommissioning directives,

there is a table on page A-5. The footnotes go up to

f. on page A-6. In the Regulatory Guide 1.86 following
the table, the same table is repeated without footnote

f (page B-5). Footnote f is the only teeth in the

table. Eliminating footnote f castrates the effectiveness
of the entire table.

I do not agree with the NRC's "deminimus" concept. I do

not agree that there is any level of radioactivity acceptable
to me because there are non-dangerous alternatives that
obviate any supposed need for nuclear power.

I appreciate the help that Karl Abraham; Mr. Elasser, of
NRC; Mr. Herb Jacobs, Government Energy Council; Mr. Joel
Epstein, Governor's Office; and Congressmar Joshua Eilberg
gave me to get into this conference.

Marv Lewis
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COMMENTS by ANGELO F. ORAZIO on NRC POLICY
on DECOMMISSIONING of NUCLEAR FACILITIES

Philadelphia: September 18, 1978

As you all know, New York State has a special reason to be concerned with
the Federal government's decommissioning policy: the Nuclear Fuel Services
fuel reprocessing plant at West Valley.

Two disastrous mistakes were made in that case. First, the Atomic Energy
Commission licensed that plant to operate, knowing that it would create large
volumes of long-lived, high-level radioactive wastes, without seriously
considering how those wastes could be disposed of permanently. At the time,
back in the middle 1960's, the AEC was satisfied that such wastes could be
stored permanently in liquid form in tanks with 40 year design lifetimes.

To n.ke matters worse, NFS neutralized the material in the larger of the
two high-level waste tanks on the West Valley site. That was a sensible way
to slow corrosion and prolong the life of the tank: unfortunately, most of the
radioactive material precipitated and formed sludge at the bottom of the tank.
It will be difficult and expensive to remove to a permanent repository,
whenever one is built.

The second mistake was more straightforward. The AEC did not make
certain that NFS would be able to pay for the permanent decommissioning of the
plant (that is, for restoring the site to a condition suitable for
unrestricted use). Until a Federal waste repository is built, of course,
that is probably moot. Nevertheless, I can't be sure that New York State
taxpayers won't have to foot the bill for decommissioning the West Valley
plant ten or fifteen years from now, and that bill could be anything up to

$600,000,000.

I intend to do everything in my power to make sure that my constituents
never have to face a possibility like that again. That is why I am
co-sponsoring (with Assemblyman Hoyt) a nuclear power plant decommissioning
fund bill. Our bill requires anyone who plans .0 build a nuclear power plant
in New York State to set up a sinking fund to provide for decomnmissioning the
plant, and orders the Public Service Commission to report to the Legislature
on how the cost of decommissioning existing plants should be defrayed,

My main concern, is to be sure that the health and safety of the public
are adequately protected by whatever decommiss.oning policy NRC adopts; that
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the public knows what technology has been developed for decommissioning and what
the cost is going to be; and that the right people bear the cost. 1 believe

it is only fair that these costs be included in the selling price of the
electricity generated by nuclear plants.

I want to stress that we are concerned with the real health and safety
of real people, and the real cost to real electric ratepayers. Some people
have suggested that NRC ought to require licenseegto dismantle their facilities
as soon as they stop operating, to reassure tue public tha* ' ~ommissioning can
be done safel’ and at a reasonable or at least a known cost. They saf;éven
though immediate dismantling may expose workers and the public to more
radioactivity than safe storag- and delayed dismantling. The argument has some
plausibility, and if an operator wants to dismantle his plant immediately
after shutdown for such reasons, NRC probably shouldn't prohibit him from
doing so. NRC regulations, however, are not supposed to be vehicles for the
nuclear industry's public relations; there is no sense in requiring immediate
dismantling.

From what I have seen of NKC's new decommissioning policy plans, and from
the two technical reports on decommissioning fuel reprocessing plants aud
pressurized water reactors, I believe the Federal government has set reason-
able goals, and is making a determined effort to reach them. However, to
develop a useful decommissioning policy, the Federal government must provide
a high-level waste repository. The outcome of the Department of Energy's
program in that area is still uncertain,

In the end, even though I don't know what the exact solutions will be, I
believe the decommissioning and the waste disposal problems will be solved
because they must be solved. That is a matter of faith, and to be frank, many
New Yorkers don't share it. What we all need from NRC and DOE, is accurate
data on all the costs of nuclear power, regulations which assure public
health and safety, and continuing consultation. I hope this workshop will
advance all those aims.
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KEYSTONE ALLIANCE 1006 S. 46 St., Phila,, PA 192143 (215)387-5254

Statement for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission workshops on
Decommissioning of Nuclear Power Plants; Philadelphia, PA,
September 18«20, 1378,

"Decommissioning" - what to do with the useless, highly radioactivg
hulks of nuclear power plants after their lifetime of 3D to 40 years
is over - is another one of the many unsolved problems of nuclear power
which threaten existing and future generations with enormous health
and economic costs. That no provision has been made by utilities which
operate nuclear facilities for shutting them down, and that constructio
ot facilities has proceeded apace without anyone knowing how to deal
with their remains, should surprise no one. It is simply another
example of the complete disregard which the nuclear industry has shown
for the public welfare; in the interests of letting nothing get in
the way of the power and profits which nuclear energy offers to the
corporations which promote it,

The Subcommittee on the Environment, Energy, and Natural Re=-
sources of the U.S. House of Repr- sentatives has this to say about the
economics of nuclear energy:

"Contrary to widespread belief, nuclear power is no longer a
cheap energy source. In fact, when the still unknown costs of radioac=
tive waste and spent nuclear fuel management, decommissioning and per-
petual care are finally included in the rate base, nuclear power may
prove to be much more expensive than conventional energy sources such
as coal, and may well not be economically competitive with safe,
renewable resource energy alternatives such as solar power. Nuclear
power is the only energy technology which has a major capitalization
cost at the outset of the fuel cycle and at the end of the fuel cycle.
As the cost of nuclear energy continues to climb, and as a solution
to the problems of radiocactive waste management continues to elude
government and industry, States such as California are rejecting the
increased use¢ of nuclear power and favoring the greater use of renwwable
energy technologies."

Decommissioning by itself represents only a fraction of the
costs which nuclear power imposes on society. Yet, even this fraction
cannot be calculated with any degree of assurance, and may well be
large enough by itself to spell the end of nuclear construction.

After approximately 397 years of operation every nuclear power
plant will no longer be operable. The plant will be so radioactive
that it will have to be sealed and guarded for a minimum of centuries,
and possibly thousands of years. 'These inopeasable plants cannot be
dismantled or moved without monstrous expense and tremendous risk
of exposure to radioactivity because of the tens of thousands of tons
of steel and concrete in each plant that are permeated with intense
radiation." (Natural Resources Defense Council)

Nor can these costs be eliminated by shutting down a nuclear
plant during its lifetime. The process of irradiation begins as soon
as a reactor begins operating, and continues year after year as new
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2
fuel cores are inserted into the reactor.

Although experience with decommissioning is limited, there are
a few examples to indicate what the lower range of costs may be.

An experimental reactor at Elx River, Minnesota that cost about $24.5
million to build required $6.2 million to dismantle. At Oyster Creek,
N.J. it is estimated that dismantlement woulc cost $122 million, or
more than 1597 percent of the $65 million construction cost. Instead,
the utility is choosing a more '"economical' route - "entombing" the
plant at a cost of $35 million, leaving a permanent radiocactive blot
on the land.

The Department of Energy has reported that it currently has 322
obsolete or unneeded nuclear facilities, and will have 120 more by
1381. It estimates that $25 to $30 million annually for 120 years,

a total of $2.5 to $3 billion, will be required to decommission these
piants alone.

At West Valley, New York, where a private'y owned fuel repro=-
cessing plant was forced to shut down due to citizen opposition to
the lack of guarantees that radiation would not leak from the plant,
it may cost $692) million or more to decommission and decontaminate the
facility. Since the private corporation had a loophole in its contract,
it appears that the State of New York will have to pay for the &lean
up costs, although the corporation was able to collect profits while
the plant was operating.

Current guesses are that dismantling may cost from $31 million
to $190 million per power plant, or between 3 and 19 percent of a
$1 billion capital cost. However, as the Subcommittee states:

"But these figures are all estimates, from the lowest to the highest,
and no one really knows how much it will cost or who will pay the bill
to decommission this Nation's commercial nuclear reactors. Decommiss-
ioning costs therefore represent sunstantial unknown costs of nuclear-
generated electricity - costs ra¢epayers may be burdened with 40 years
after the reactor startup date."

In considering the problems of decommissioning it is important
not to forget the unsolved problems of long-term storage of radiocactive
wastes from nuclear power plants. Eahc plant produces thousands of
pounds of low and high level wastes each year, including several hundred
pounds of plutonium, one pound of which contains enough radioactivity
to cause cancer in every person in the United States. 'Each large
nuclear power plant makes as much radioactivity every year as the ex-
plosicn of 1,700 Hiroshima atom-bombBs. The 14) plants plianned for
operation in the U.S. by 1285 will produce more radioactivity than
140,799 Hiroshima bombs every year - more poison than a full-scale
nuclesr war." (Committee for Nuclear Responsibility).

Both the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the nuclear industry
admit that there is NO known solution to the permanent storage of these
wastes., Such ideas as encasement in salt beds or dumping in outer
space have been found sacdly lacking. Yet, planning and construction

of nuclear plants continues with little concern for the future of
humanity.
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Professor James D. Watson, Nobel Prize winner frem Harvard,
a leading cancer researcher, states:

"I am increasingiy worried that the current blosseming of the nuclear
power industry will be an irreversible calamity for the human race...
Only the tiniést of traces of plutonium are needed to induce cancer
and if its .<e becomes widespread, the possibility must be faced of
awful inciderts, either accidental or deliberate, that will cause wide
regions of our earth to become forever uninbhat:table."

Construction of nuclear power plants should be halted NOW, and
existing plants should be shut down. Nuclear power is dangerous,
uneconomical, and unnecessary. We CAN meet our energy needs through
conservation and safe, renewable energy sources. There is no justi-
fication for burdening all future generations with the threat of ¢
radioactive wasteland.

Marc Breslow
for the Keystone Alliance
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ATLANTA - Opening Plenary - Comment and Response Session

Comment

A question was asked by an individual regarding a recent essay in Time
Magazine concerning the production of energy from nuclear power. His
gquestion was: "Is this article to be taken into ¢ sideration when
answering the questions?"

Response

This article was an oversimplification and you should use your own best
judgment in answering the 14 questions to be considered in the workshop.

Comment
Is there an existing dose rate?

Response
Yes, tnere is, but the limit refers to operational facilities.

Comment
Why do you worry about one to five mrems/yr when Colorado residents get
two hundred mrems/yr naturally?

Response
It is suggested that you take the local background and use it as a
reference.

Comment
Do changes in topography have an affect?

Response
A small affect, not significant.

Comment
Do we have an expert con-ultant to assist us?

Response
Yes, a representative from NRC will be available to each group.
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Comment

Regarding the quantitative ideas of risk, we must take a careful look
and we cannot base it on cost alone. Is this correct?

Response

Nuclear power has a risk, and we must compare that risk with other
risks.

Comment

Are you evaluating alternative risks, environmental impact? From such
things as coal and 0il?

Response

Not in the decommissioning policy workshop. The NRC Division of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation has a number of studies ongoing that will result in
an evaluation of the impact of other generating options. This informa-
tion is critical to the risk-benefit analysis that is addressed in the
Environmental Impact Statement.

Comment
Can observers ask questions?

Response
It is up to the chairman =t each individual workshop. The purpese of

this workshop is a dialogue w'th the States.

Comment

Please clarify the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission responsibilities.
Response

Regulation of electricity and regulation of wholesale to retail. The
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission is responsible for the regulation
of interstate rates for gas, oil, and electricity.
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ATLANTA - Battelle Presentation - Comment and Response Session

Comment
Is taxation considered?

Response
No. It is a local phenomenon.

Comment
Is it a mistake to consider present value costs?

Response
No.

Comment
What occupational exposure limits did you use?

Response
Three man-rem per quarter, which is within acceptable limits, was used.

Comment
What are the reasons for the contamination differences between the site
and the facility?

Response
Different radionuclides were involved.

Comment

Can you give us a general estimate of the unit cost reduction for
multiple reactors at the same site?

Response

Not yet. A study of multiple reactor sites is to be initiated during
this coming fiscal year.

Comment

1400 rem for decommissioning sounds like a large number, buc in perspec-
tive, it may not be large compared to the exposures of the whole country.
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Response
I agree.

Comment
What is the difference in figures on costs presented?

Response
One is for fuel reprocessing, and the other is for power water reactors.

Comment

When you use a 10 percent discount rate, what is the problem?
Response

What is the difference between discount rate and inflation is a better
question.

Comment

What is the time required for decommissioning?

Response

Approximately 4 years after an initial 2-year period of planning and
preparation.

Comment

What licensing changes are required by NRC after decommissioning?
Response

NRC's licensing authority ends upon site release. However, some States
have further licensing requirements for decommissioning.

Comment
Has NRC been adviscd of the change in the situation or hardened entombment?

Response
Give entombment a fair evaluation. It is a postulatable alternative.

Comment
Why did you use 40 years for normal 1ife? Wouldn't 34 be better?

276



Response
Yes, it is arbitrary.

Comment

When examining the alternative to mothballing employed in the two studies,
are you selecting a worse case situation?

Response

Mothballing can significantly reduce overall costs in the case of a site
with multdple faciiities. However, mothballing is a temporary procedure.

Comment

Clarify commissionina versus decommissioning.

Response

Commissioning is the authorization to acquire and use the radiocactive
material. Decommissioning is the authority to remove or stabilize the
radiocactive material. The problems arise in jurisdiction.

Comment

What is the status or waste sterage facilities ir the U.S.?
Response

We are concerned here with questions of decommissioning, not waste
management.

Comment

What about military reactors?

Response

This is a different problem. The Department of Defense owns the sites
and the Department of Defense is now cataloging and studying priorities.
The emphasis is on abandoned sites.

Comment
Are cost reductions anticipated for only remote maintenance?

Response
We can only postulate. There will probably be a savings in manpower.
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ATLANTA - Closing Plenary - Comment and Response Session

After the presentation of the working group reports, the floor was
opened for a final comment and response period.

Comment
What about the reports from Philadelphia and Albuquerque workshops?

Response
A1l attendees will be mailed copies of the reports of all workshops.

Comment

An individual mentioned the tax problem and stressed its importance.
He said we cannot let the Internal Revenue Service consider the de-
commissioning fund as ordinary income.

Comment

What about the cost of decommissioning versus construction?

Response

When corrected for inflation during the 1ife of the plant, the cost of
deconmissioning a reactor falls in the range of 5 to 10 percent of the
construction costs.
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ALBUQUERQUE - Opening Plenary - Comment and Response Session

Comment

There is confusion between the terms "dismantling" and "entombment."

Do you do some of each? Do you do one or the other?

Response

You can actually do one or the other or both. Dismantling means to take

a reactor apart, and the pieces would be transported to a waste disposal

site. One could also envision entombing a reactor at a site, dismantling
part of the reactor, and entombing the remainder at the site.

Comment

How does conversion of a nuclear reactor pertain to dismantling? The
reactor could be converted to another reactor system or, alternatively,
to a coal-fired plant.

Response

The steam turbine portion of a reactor could, for instance, be used for
a coal-fired plant. Therefore, the reactor portion 2f a nuclear power
plant could be dismantied, but the steam turbine portion converted for
use on a coal plant.

Comment

Are the 14 questions just a starting point? Should further questions
be generated?

Response

The 14 questions are just a starting point. You are not confined just

to questions we have posed. You can answer or rephrase any or all as you
choose.

Comment
Pertaining to the Clean Air Act, are the States empowered to set more
stringent rules?

Response
The States can set more stringent rules, but not less stringent.
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Comment

How did the certain States become Agreement States?

Response

A State becomes an Agreement State by requesting that status from NRC.

It is a lengthy priocess which eventuallv results from the Governor agreeing
to certain guidelines and assuming certain regulatory responsibilities.

Comment
Can a State employ a more strict (air, etc.) limit on emissions standards?

Response
A State can employ a more strict limit on emissions standards.

Comment
Would a more strict State law concerning NRC jurisdiction be valid?

Response
A more strict law would be valid.

Comment
Are the current mill operators required to follow the NRC decommissioning

procedures?

Response
Current mill operators are required to follow NRC decommissioninyg pro-

cedures.

Comment

Given the great variety of nuclear facilities, how can you require a
single dollar value bond or escrow for decommissioning?

Response

Such a dollar (single) value bond or escrow can probably not be required
for the deconmissioning of all nuclear facilities.

Comment
Are there any life-expectancy numbers for reactors and reprocessing plants?

286



Response
Most reactors should last for 30 years or even more. Reprocessing
plants 20 to 30 years.

Comment
Are there some p’int parts which could be used for a long time even
after plant deconmissioning?

Response
Yes, there are some plant parts which might be reused at another site.

Comment

Up to what point in time (progressing toward decommissioning and iii-
cluding it) is Price-Anderson coverage needed?

Response

Price-Anderson will cover in the operational period of the plant.
Decommissioning is probably not covered by the Act.

Comment
When is Price-Anderson removed (in a commissioning)?

Response
At the end of plant operations when the final fuel load is removed.

Comment
When do Agreement States take over decommissioning (as the process takes
place)?

Response
They can control it from the outset if they choose.

Comment

what would the NRC do if a licensed reactor just terminates his license
and closes down (he gives up)?

Response

NRC would have to step in and take over the operation and eventual de-
commissioning. It is highly unlikely that a large utility would do
that due to the liabilities it would incur.
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ALBUQUERQUE - Battelle Presentation - Comment and Response Session

Comment
Have you made any attempt to understand the trade-off for man rems

versus aollars?

Response
There has been no real attempt to pin down the man rem versus dollar

issue. It is known that this is likely to be an important aspect of
setting the man rem level(s).

Comment

If entombment is a possibility, then how do you reconcile dismantling and
storing it permanently?

Response

Entombment, in place at the site, is something we would not want to do
unless dismantlement were impossible for one reason or another.

Comment
If you are going to convert the plant, do you have the same costs for

decommissioning?

Response
Probably not. They might be less, but not much.

Comment

Have you looked at the sensitivity of cost estimates with regard to
site?

Response

We know the cost estimates are site-specific, but these studies have
not been carried out to verify this assumption.

Comment
If the radioactivity in the core shroud is the highest, then what is the
trade-off between removing this hottest part and entombing the rest?
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Response

Such a study has not been carried out, but it could be of interest.
However, in general, entombment is looked upcn as an undesirable
alternative relative to dismantlement.

Comment

What kind of containers are used to ship pieces?

Response

In general, the hot pieces can be shipped via spent fuel canisters.
The lower-activity pieces can be shipped by less elaborate containers.

Comment
How old is the fuel that is removed from the core?

Response
A fraction of the fuel from a reactor is removed once each year.

Comment

The entombment in place seems to have a heavy burden of longevity. What
does this longevity mean?

Response

It means that the area where the entombment has taken place will be
urusable for possibly hundreds of years. Again, however, entombment is
considered an undesirable method relative to dismantlement.

Comment

Describe the acid wash decontamination and how it works.

Response

An acid wash is circulated through the reactor's cooling system to wash
out the radioactive material which has built up as a residue on the

inner surfaces of that system. The liquid is then captured and disposed
of.

Comment
What kind of decontamination can you get with the wash?
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Response
The wash is capable of Qringing the inner surfaces of the cooling system

down to a level where short-term hands-on dismantlement operations can
take place.

Comment
How long after decommissioning is the site ready to reuse?

Response
The site is ready for immediate use.

Comment

Give an example of how a plant might be built so that it can be decommis-
sioned?

Response

Certain critical hot sections could be built so that they can be unbolted
easily instead of cut apart.

Comment

What housekeeping procedures might be used during the life of a plant to
aid in decommissioning?

Response

Periodic circulation of acid wash and general site cleaning on a periodic
basis would certainly aid in ultimate decommissioning later on.

Comment
Aren't we talking of decommissioning all types of facilities and, there-
fore, unrestricted use of all lands afterwards?

Response
In general, yes.

Comment
Explain the difference between site and facility contamination levels.

Response
The nature of a reprocessing plant allows possibie contamination within
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the plant from the operations and at or around the site itself where small
spills take place or used equipment is stored. In general, the facility
contamination levels will be much higher than that at the site outside
the facility.

Comment

When you are talking about site contamination, are you talking about
surface contamination?

Resporse

In general, we are talking about surface contamination except where some

high-level wastes might have spilled and penetrated to some moderate
depth.

Comment

If you start with the assumption that you can't move liquid u.cerground
waste storage tanks, what incentive do you have to dismantle a plant?
Response

You can, of course, remove the liquid waste from the tanks and solidify
it. This solidified waste is then taken to a waste repository. It is
possible that the tanks could then be dismantled and removed. But the
easier approach might be to fill them with an inert solid and leave them
entombed.

Comment
You can dismantle stainless steel tanks with acid wastes storage systems?

Response
Yes.

Comment
Can you dismantle carbon steel tanks with neutralized wastes storage
systems?

Response
With considerable difficulty.
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Comment
Your costs per Kg for wastes are less than the Mresident's Working Group
figures of $117/Kg?

Response
There is a difference. We will try to resolve it.
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ALBUQUERQUE - Closing Plenary - Comment and Response Session

At the close of the final session, an individual expressed concern
about uncertainties in the cost estimates in the presentations. He
specifically addressed the costs for permanently disposing of radioactive
wastes, the costs that would be incurred using craft labor, and the
potential increases in man hours--and consequently costs--that might re-
sult from changes in occupational radiation exposure standards.

He felt that these uncertainties, together with {inancing options
and tax implications, should be addressed in more detail in future meetings.
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ESTIMATES OF DECOMMISSIONING COSTS

Despite the paucity of actual decomnissioning experience and the lack of
detailed, specific decommissioning procedures, estircates of the costs of coa-
pletely dismantling a power reactor have been ventured, as seen in Figures 1 and
2. These figures present some interesting conclusions:

o Utility estimates for today's larger reactors (700-900 !Je) tend to range
from $50 to $100 million (in today's dollars) for total dismaatling.

o Estimates by federal authorities or contractors associated with federal
agencies tend to be much lower than utility estimates.

o The widely-quoted Atomic Industrial Forum (AIF) study produced the lowest
estimates ($27-31 willion) of all those collected.

Ieplications. It is difficult to gather information on the detailed analyses
underlyingz most of the cost estimates presented. Credibility varies: socme of
these estimates are probably based on little wmore than simple extrapolation from
or repetition of the estimates provided by others, while other estimates (for
example, those for San Onofre 1 and those in the AIF report) appear to have been
the result of substantial analytical effort.

Further efforts wil be required to determine more fully the assumptions behind
the estinates and possible deficiencies.

As noted, the utility estimates indicated that decommissioning a new 1,000 MiWe
reactor would cost more than $100 million. This is three times the AIF estimate
(see Figure 2) and higher than those of the governmental entities or their
contractors. Future study on the financing of decoomissioning might attempt to
verify these cost estimates and determine the reasons for the non-uniformity.

Problem Area: Uncertainty in Cost Estimates

A large degree of uncert~’nty exists in today's estimates of the costs of
decontaninating and deconmissioning reactors and this uncertainty grows as costs
are estimated for dates in the future.

Cost estinates 2re uncertain because of the uncertainties in the exact
procedures involved, the relevant regulatory requirements, the future costs of
laber end materizls, and the lack of relevant experience.

The NRC is attecpting to develop procedures for decommissioning reactors and a
report on gressurized water reactors was relecasad '.st June (NUREG/C2-0130).
The develop-ent of detailed and specific procedure, and relevant hezlth stan-
dards (e.g., Ptulk mnaterial standards) plus the accvnulation of additional
experience will 211 bhelp to decreas2 the present cost uncertainties.

POOR ORIGINAL
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FIGURE )
UTILITY COST LSTIMATES FOR DECO:MISSIONING (COMPLETE DISMANTLING)
Plant Dollar Z of
Operator Reactor Reactor First Cost Original
Location Size (Mile) Type Operation (Milljions) Cost
Beaver Valley I 852 PVR 197€ $ s0° 102®

Duquesne Light
Shippingport, Pa.

Three Nile Isiend 1 792 PuR 1974 ¢ 95.80'77)°
Met. Ed., JCPEL, .
Penn. El.
Goldsboro, Pa.

Three Mile Island II 880 PR 1978 s 95.5¢'77)°
Met. Ed., Penn. El.
Goldsboro, Pa.

Turkey Point III 656 PVR 1972 $100° 1979
Florida P&L '
Florida City, Fla.

Millstone I 652 BR 1970 § 59.5%
Northeast Utilities
Vaterford, Conn.

villstone 1T 828 PWR 1975 s 59°%

Northeast Utilities
Waterford, Conn.

Connecticut Yankee 348.7e
Northeast Utilities
Haddon Neck, Conn.

Farley I 860 PLR 1977 $100°
Alabama Power
Dothan, Ala.

Bruaswick 1 821 R 1977 $125.5°
Caroline P&L
Southport, N.C.

Artansas Nuclear I 836 PiR 1974 s100°€
Arkansas Pal
Russellvilie, Ark.

St. lLucie I £03 | R 1976 §102¢r
Florida ™.l
Hutchinson Is., Fla.

Hatch 1 786 EiR 1975 s100°¢
Ceorgla Power

kaxley, Ca. % P@@R GRH@HN&[L
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FIGURE 1
(Continued)
Plant Dollar 2 of
Operator Reactor Reactor First Cos* Original
Locatien Size (Mle) Type  Operation (Mill - s) Cost
Calvert Cliffs I 850 WR 1975 $100°
Baltinmore G&E
Lusby, Md.
North Anna 1 934 PR 1978  § 75f
Virginia Elec. & Power
Mineral, Va.
San Onofre 1 436 PWR 1968 $ 63-78
SCE, SDGAE 717)®
San Clemente, Ca.
Diablo Canyon 1 1060 PWR 1978 $ 35 (no con~-
PG&E tamlnation
Diablo Canyon, Ca. considered )

SOURCES

a. Duquesne Light's Statement 11-1 before the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Coanission, RID 373, pp. 24-25, gives the utility's share (47.5 percent) of
Beaver Valley I decoonissioning at $§24,275,675.

b. Updated cost estimate, May 20, 1977, by W. A. Verrochi in Pennsylvania
Electric's Statement No. 4, Exhiblt 6—D-1 before the Pennsylvania PUC, RID
392.

c. Testimony of G. R, Faust, Cilbert Associates, Inc., before the Connecticut
Public Utility Conmission on the matter of providing for the costs of
decomnissioning Millstone I and II.

d. Letter from William B, DeMilly, Florida Public Service Comnission, to Ben H.
Fuqua, Vice President, Florida Power and Light, April 3, 1974,

e. Nucleonics Veek, .anuary 6, 1977, pp. 5-6.

f. Final Environn'atal Impact Statemen®, April 1973, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Docket 50-33S8, p. 8-8.

£. R. Jon Stouky and E. J. Ricer, Scr Orofre tuclear Generatins Station
Decomnlssioning Alternatives, Report 1651, for Southeran California Edison
(¥US Corp., February 1977).

h.

Testimony of Peter N. Skinner, New York State Llaw Departmeat, (- the New
York Public Service Commission, Case No. 26974, Decexzber 2, 1977, p. 21.
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FICURE 2
COVERNMENT AND INDUSTRY COST
ESTIMATES FOR DECOMMISSIONING

Dollar Z of
Reactor Reactor Cost Origzinal
Size (MWe) _Type (Millions) Cost
1100 PR $27('75)°
1100 BWR $31('75)*
* * $25-50°
* * $36-60°
1000 » $35-50('76)°
1ns’ * * 242¢
1175 PUR sa20'78)f
*liot specified.
SOURCES ¢

b.

Ce

William J. Manion and Tromas S. LaCuardia, An Engineering Evaluation of
Kuclear Power Reactor Decommissioning Alternatives, AILR/NESP-009SR (Atomic

— e

Irdustrial Forum, Rational Environmantal Studies Project, Novenber 1976).

Kucleonics Week, January 26, 1978, p. 15.

Ceneral Accounting Office, KED-76-7.

K. M. Harmon et al., "Deconnissioning Nuclear Facilities”, in Proceedicgs of
the International Symposium on the Managecaat of Wastes from the LWR Fuel
Cycle, CONT 76-0701, sponsored by the Energy Research and Developaent
Adninistration, Deaver, Colo., July 1976.

See Figure 1, reference (h).

R. 1. S=ith et al., Technolozv, Safety and Costs of Decomnissioning a
Reference Fressurized Water Reactor Power Station, WUREG/CR-0130, U.S.

Nuclear Beg.latory Comission, June, 1978.
—
pOOR OB%
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FINANCING THE DECO'MISSIONING OF REACTORS

Peasons for Special Financing of Decormzissioning

Three factors argue that special efforts to provide for tne eventual costs of
deconmissioniig are warranted and necessary: the substantial costs irvolved in
cecomnissiening, the necessity for equitable treatzent of ratepayers, and the
possibility of utility insolvency in the distzat future.

1. Large Costs. The costs of decormissioning one of today's conmercial
reactors are a substanticl expense for 2 utility to incur. Even at today's
prices, costs could run to core than $100 millioa and coaplete lismantle-
veat could tazke six to seven years to co'nplete.1 Any financiag cechanisa
should provide for inflation, which, given a reasonable esti-ate of 4 to 8
percent per year, might increase the costs to from $370 nillion to $1
billion during the life of today's new reactors.*

2., Equitadle Treetcent of “atepavers. Because the costs of cdeconxissioning are
large and beciuse these costs are the direct and predictable result of
operating a reactor tu produce electricity, consideration should be given as
to who should pay for the expense of decomnissioning. If no cechanism is
implenented to provide for the costs of deconnissioning before the roney is
needed, the ratepavers of a utility at the time of decora.ssfoning wight be
burdened with the costs of decommissioning a shutdown reactor from which
they have derived little benefit (i.e., elecricity). Since present know
ledge and experience can enable us to anticipate and to esti=ate of the
“osts of deconmissionine, it would wot be unfair to expect the consumers
of nuclear power to pay Lhe costs of dscomaissioning the plant. This can
best be accomplished by collecting funds for this purpose during the
operating life of the reactor by reans of sone financing wechaaisa.

3. Utility Solvency in the Distant Future. While the cost of dacomaissioning a
reactor tocday might be a substantial expense, few coamercial reactors nay
actually require decomnissioning in the rear future. Deco~:issioning of
today's reactors may not take place until 30 to 130 years from now.**
Therefore, the future ability of utilities to pay the future costs of
decomaissioning may be the more important issue. As a result, consideration
should be given to the possibility that a urility, while F2rhaps capsble of
handling the expense today, may be unable, because of unforeseen future
financial and/or econonic eveats, to ceet the costs of Cecomaissioning
(inflated over time) at that point in the future when decoznissioning is
vost likely to be recessary., If in the future a utility with a dacoonis~
sioniaz coblization is no longer present as a corporate or public entity, or
is insolvent or otherwvise unable to prcvide the necessary nonies, the

*Inflation reotes of 4 to 8 paerceat, when conpiunded 2nnmally for 32 vezrs, would
produce cost increases of 224 percent and 906 percent, respactivelv., A decon-
pissionirg that costs $100 nillion today w~ 14, using trese irnflatton rates,
cost betwaen €324 'pillion and $1,009 billion 3. years from now.

**Range results froa the possible irclusion of 2 0-1C0 ycar delav to pemmit the

decay of short-lived radionuclides added to an anticipated 30-vear oparatinrg
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liability «i11 prebatly fall te the state or the federal government. It cay
be wise to protect against scch a situvation by the implementation at the
outset of reactor operation of a machanisn to ensure that the necessary
ponies will be available when neeled in the future.

In cooclusion, it seems reasonzble that one requirereat for any eacceptable
financing wechanism 1s that, in a2 fair and equitable nanner, it collects froa

the consuners of the Egder the cost of C“CC“ISSiOﬂlP” the rower source b!fore

power,
Avaflability of ¥Tunds at Time of Deco-nissioning.

Having establiched that some financing rechanism is required, the preceding
argunent regarding the future solvency of utilities also has {implications for
the type of mechanisa chosen. In the event that provision was not made to cover
the costs of decomuissioning, a utility on shaky finaacial ground might have a
difficult tice extracting the necessary ronies from its operating revenues at
the tirms when the work i to be perforzed., Even {if the regulatory agency at
that future time were to permit the utility to obtain the necessary monies from
the ratepaysrs, the large anounts of noney involved might further weaken the
financial position of such a utility.

While it is possible that all utilities will still exist and he solvent at the
tinre of deconissioning, this cannot bea assured. Recent years have seen the
financial position of many wtilities slip substantially, from New York's giant
Copnsolidated Edison to sualler wutilities such as Public Service of
New Hampshire 22 Czlifornia's own San Diego Cas & Electric.* Civen the period
of time that will pass before today's new reactors may require decommissioning,
it ray be unwise tu assume that zl]l reactor operators will be able to rexain
financially secure. Additional unforeseen events wight also weaken an indi-
vidual wurility. If a smaller utility with a large investrent in one or two
reactors was to experience an accicdent, earthquake, or other catastrophic event
that danmaged its reactor, the utility might, in short order, find itself the
possessor of 2n inoperative, non-revenus-producing reactor in need of imnediate
deconmissionirz.

In light of the possiblity of future utility insolvency, it can be argued that
in the selectisn of financing mechanisms for decommissioning the anticipted
future solve-:zv of the reactor operator should be carefully exzained. A future
situatfon in wv=ich a utility pight b2 unadble to pay for deconmissioning costs
directly out of future revenus (see "Expensed” funding wmechanism in Figure 3)
right be the s:=e sitvation in which it would be unable to shift future revenue
to pay for Zeconaissioning funds that are in a cdepreciation account on the

%14 1974 Co~ -2 issued no dividen?s on its comron stock and sold nuclear
fecflicies to enother power conpiny to naintain sta&!lity., Tha ability of
SHCLE to suprcrt a major share «Ff the Suadesert Ruclear Project was officially
challenged by the California Peblic Urilitiez Comaission in May 1978 in its
rofusal to ellow the utility to increase its rates to poy for Sundese-*; SOCSE
subsaquently %illed the project. For details on the case of Public Service of
Yew Haspshire, see Nucleonics VWeek, Dacerber 8, 1977.
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2a.

2b.

LOE

3.

Financing Mechanism

Expensed - Costs expensed when they
are incurred. Pennsylvania PUC
method.

Lump Sum Funded Account - Lump sum
of cash deposited at reactor start
in investment account. Principal
plus accumulated interest will
cover estimated cost,

Sinking_Fund Account - Equal in-
stalluents of cash are deposited

cach year of plant opcration.
Principal plus accumulated interest
will cover estimated cost. (Duquesne
Light - Beaver Valley [ proposal)

SLRL Depreciation Account - Estimated
costs are depreciated over plant life
by straight line remaining life
method.

Premature Shutdown Insurance - Bond
is purchased to cover the decreasing
difference between the funds accumu-
latea by come other mechanism and
the estimated cost at that point in
time.

.—..—.4.._—__

those collected by a depreciation
mechanism will be available at the
time of decommissioning,

Who Pays

Ratepavers at
time of retire-
ment.,

Ratepayers at
beqginning of
service.

Ratcpayers at

time eof service.

Ratepayers at
time of service,

Stockholders or
ratepayers at
time of service.

Stockn-icers or
rateparers at
time ot service.

Figure 3
MECHANISMS FOR FINANCING DECOMMISSIONING

Handies
Changing
Cost
Estimates

No

Not without
additions to
principal.

Can be
periodically
readjusted.

Can be
periodically
readjusted,

Can be *
puriodically
readjusted,

Indirectly,
through ad-
Jjustments of
depreciation
mechanism,

Accumulated
Funds at
Premature
Shutdown

None

Some, but full
amount not accum,
until anticipated
shutdown.

Some, but full
amount not accum,
until anticipated
shutdown.,

Some, but full
amount not accum.
until anticipated
shutdown,

Guarantees througn
thi,d party insurer
that full funds
available at any
time.

Guarantees only
that monies accum.
by depreciation
will be available,
though these may
be insufficient.

Furds
Availability
at Shutdovn

None

Furads exist as
liquid assets.

Funds exist a
liquid assets,

Funds exist only

on books of utilit
depend on income @
time of shutdown.

Insurance value
decrcases to zero
at anticipated
shutdown.

Guarantees that
funds accumulated
by another mechan
will be available
as liquid assets
when needed.
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Financing Mechanism

Expensed - Costs expensed when they
arc incurred. Pennsylvania PUC
method.

Lumom§ym Funded Account - Lump sum
cash deposited at reactor start

1n investment account, Principal

plus accumulated interest will

cover cstimated cost,

Sinking Fund Account - Equal in-
stallments of cash are deposited
ecach ycar of plant operation.
Principal p) .. accumulated interest
will cover estimated cost. (Duquesne
Light - Beaver Valley I proposal)

SLRL Depreciation Account - Estimated
costs are depreciated over plant life
by straight line remaining life
method.

Premature Shutdown Insurance - Bond
is purchased to cover the decreasing
difference between the funds accumu-
lated by some other mechanism and
the estimated cost at that point in
time.

Surety Bond - Bond is purchased to
guarantee that monies equivalent to
those collected by a depreciation
mechanism will be available at the
time of decommissioning.

Figure 3
MECHANISMS FOR FINANCING DECOMMISSIONING

Who Pays

Ratepayers at
tine of retire-
ment.

Ratepayers at
beginning of
service.

Ratepayers at
time of service,

Ratepayers at
time of service,

Stockholders or
ratepayers at
time of service.

Stockholders or
ratepayers at
time of service.

Handies
Changing
Cost

No

Not without
additions to
principal.

Can be
periodically
readjusted.

Can be
periodically
readjusted,

Can be
periodically
readjusted.

indirectly,
through ad-
justments of
depreciation
mechanism,

Accumuiated
Funds at
Prcimature

—Shutdosn

None

Some, but full
amount not accum,
until anticipated
shutdown.

Some, but full
amount not accum,
until anticipated
shutdown.

Scme, but full
amount not accum.
until anticipated
shutdown.

Guarantees through
third party insurer
that full funds
available at any
time.

Guarantees only
that monies accum.
by depreciation
will be availabie,
thouah these may
be insufficient.

Funds
Availability
at Shutdowr _

None

Funas exist as
liquid assets.

Funds exist as
Viquid assets.,

Funds exist only

on books of utilit
depend on income ¢
Ltime of shutdown.

Insurance value
decrcases Lo zero
at anticipated
shutdown.

Guarantees that
funds accumulated
0y another mechan
will be available
as ligquid assets
when needed.
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company's books (see SLRL Depreciation Account mzchanism in Figure 3). It could
be argued that if uncertain future events justify the imposition of any firanc-
ing rmechanism, then they justify the imposition of one that does not dopend on

utility operating revenues at the time of decommissioning as the source of
actual cecomnissioning wonies.

An zdditicnal wrinkle is added to the problem of providing decommissioning funds
if one considers the tive interval between reactor shutdown and the actual
disnantlemant of the reactor. Assume that some mpechanism has accumulated
decornissionirz wonies from the consumers of the reactor's powsr. After the
reactor is retired and shut down, no more roney should be extracted froa the
ratepavers, in keeping with the previous arguments regarding thzir equitable
treatnent. Yet even if reactor decoumissioning proceeded at a maximuxz pace, it
might be 10 yezrs after shutdown before the work would be cozpleted. The AIF
study suzzested a delay of 100 years after shutdown before dismantlement should
be atteopted, to permit a decrease of radiation levels. Whatever funds have
been accuzulated must, therefore, be capable of covering the costs of dzcoamis-
sioning not at the tire of shutdown but at times at least 10 vears after
shutdown and perhans a2s nuch as 100 vears after shutdown. 1f, =zfter reactor
shutZown, the decoomissioning costs continue to inflate (in line with general
prevailing inflatiorary trends), either more ronies will have to be extracted
fron non-benefited ratepayvers or else the accunulated wmonies wust ba able to
grow by sote other means in order to keep up with inflation. This other means
cight bz the investment of these funds in incoze-producing securities or some
sinilar rcechanisz. 1f financing for decocnissioning during operation were
acconplisted bty use of depreciation, for earple, it might at shutdoim, by the
above reasonirz, b2 necessary to transfer the accumulated monies into incoming
producing securities. Had 2 sinking fund bzen employed initially, rathsr than a
deprecition account, the accumulated monies would already be in such a form at
reactor shutdowm.

In conclusion, there are reasons why one night want to select a firancing
mechanisz of the kind that sets aside liquid assets rather thzn ore that sets
asidn funds o~ly on the company books, which pust be supplied by future
reveiues. Ho.ever, the cost of the various alternative financingz wethods may

also impact the cecision as to which method is selected,

Premature Shutdown.

Even though a financing mechanismo may be capable of accumulating tha necessary
ponies for decuznissioning by the end of a reactor's estimated life, the
rechznisa mar 51111 be inadequate. It is the nature of wmost proposed financing
cechznisms th they accunulate funds in an exponential fashion over time (sece
Figure 3). z result, the accuzulated reserve funds approach the costs of
ézco~nissioni only at the end of the estimated reactor life and are appre-
ciahly below tre required amount until the final expected y=ars of operation.
Thus, if th2 e:z:imate of the lenzth of reactor lifetirz is in error and shutdodn
comes prezaturely, the zceunulated assets may fall substantially short of the
2:0unt rezulre’ to completely decomnisszion at that tire.

1 3
b B T T

‘
Th: life expactancy of a reactur may be shortened for a nunber of reasons. TIn
California, th2 Huzhaldt Bay reactor is beiny considered for parcacent shutdow

beczuse of tha recent discovery of suspected earthquake faults near the site.

*  POOR ORIGINAL
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This reactor is onrly 14 years into its expected 30-vear life, The Dresden I
reactor in Illinois, while only 17 years old, has high levels of in-plant
racdiation that hzave curtailed the operator's ability to parform routine mainte-
nance; unless costly decoatanmination is successful it too may have to be pre-
paturely retired. An accident such as the partial core metldown at the Ferui 1
plant in Michigen might force prerature shutdown. Even accidents tht do not
greatly threaten public safety may be so costly to repair that shutlown cay be
econonically preferable.

The assucption that all reactors will meet the anticipated ojerating life of 30
to 40 years may not be made with certainty insofar as there has been insuffi-
cient long-term experience in this area. No comnercial reactor has oparated
this long. 1In fact, the whole industry is hardly 30 years old, Civen our brief
experience, the question of the accuracy of estimates of reactor lifetime(s) is
a legitirate one.

Since there appears to bz reason for doubt regarding the absolute reliability of
reactor lifetioe estimates, the question arises as to how financing cechanisas
might protect ratepayers or the public in general frca the reed to make up the
deficit in accunulated decommissioning funds in a case of premature shutdowm.
Whatever financing procedure is adopted should be capable of providing suffi-
cient mories to cdecocaission even if the reactor is forced to shut cdown
prevaturely,

Uncertain Estinates.

Assuming for the noment that an estimate has been made of the cost of
decommissioning a particular reactor at some expected future date end that a
mechanisn has been devised to collect the required conies by the predicted tise
of shutdown and at all times in between in case of premature shutdown, what
other requirenents might be warranted? A financing cachanisa should ba capable
of accommodating errors not only in the estinmated reactor lifespan but also in
the original estimate of decommissioning costs.

The initial estimate of decommissioning costs may be predicated on certain
assunptions regarding the inflation rate between now and shutdown, the relevaat
governnent regulations that will be in the force a2t shutdown, and the procedures
that will be followed and the technology that will be employed to accomplish
this decomrmissioning. All of these factors (and others) can and will quite
likely changs between now and the time of deconazissioning.

Such wuncertairties have led some to argue that the uncertai%fles of
cecormissioning are so great that w2 should do nothing at tha present.” It has
been further argued that the costs might eventually prove to be nuch lower than
expected, and ve night, therefore, ncedlessly collect core furds than recessary.
Unfortunately, recent exanples in the nceclear field as well 2s other new hish-
technolegsy fields have shown that wnlrowas ard uncertainties are often resolved
at the expense of nore regzilation and higher costs., It would be imprudant to ¢o
nothing regerding decomnissioninz until 211 uacertzinties eore resalved, for
these will, ultimately, only be resolved after a larger body of decozalssiening
experience has Yeen accunulated., There are, however, rodificatinns that can be
vade to financing mechanisms that can attenpt to copz with whatever cost
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Tha resolution of this apparent dilemra is fairly sirple: annual reassessments
of the future estimated costs, the future inflation rate, 2ad/or the rate of
return on invested monies and the remaining reactor life could all be factored
into the financing rechanisn to provide a readjustraat of the arount of funds
that would need to be accunulated that year. Such an "adjustable™ financing
rachanisa would have the feature of “"homing in" on thes eventual decor=issioning
costs and, therefore, any mechanisn adcpted should have the ability to be

periodically readjusted for changes in the estimited costs of decomzissionirg.

Sunnary of Criteria for Selecting Financing Mechaniszs,

n sumrary, factors that should be considered in selecting a financing method
should include:

o Collection of all funds from the coasuners of the reactor's electricity;

o Maintenance of the funds in cash, negotiable securities, or cther 1liquid
assets to procect against future utility insolvency;

o Provisions to ensure that the total deconmnissioning costs will be available
at any tine in case of premature shutdown; and

o Ability to readjust the rate of accurulation to account for uncertainties
in original cost estimates.

MECHANISMS FOR FINANCING DECOMISSIONING

The discussion above focused on four criteria by which potential financing
rachanisas cay be evaluated and compared. A large nuzber of potential scheres
for accumulating decommissioning costs can be constructed froa the possible
combinations of financing features which attecpt to deal with the four
criteria. It would be extremely laborious to discuss and evaluate all possible
conbinations but a2 sample of representative and distinctive financing possi-
bilities will bte considered in this section. As displayed in Figure 3, there
are several mechanisms, and these are discussed bzlow in the followinz groups:
(1) expensed, (2) fuaded, including luzp sum funded account and sinking fund
account, (3) cepreciation account (straight line remaining life method), and (&)
bending including prezature-shutdown insurance and surety bonds. Figure 4
denonstrates that a variety of mechanisms can be constructed that are of eithar
the funded or depreciation account type.

(1) Exparsirz: Future Power Users Pay Decomnissioninz Costs. As argued above,
whatever cechzanisa is adopted, it nmust be structured to obtain decozaissfoning
furds to the greatest degree possitle from the ratepayers during thz operating
life of thre rezztor. Vhile it is trecoretically possible that deconnissioning
costs could b2 expensed and paid at the tirs thay are incurred (sze Figure 3),
such an approasch would be incgulitadle given the substantizl costs that would be
boree by pe~=benefiting future ratepavers. Additionilly, such 2 rechanism night
irercase the  possibility of the state er other governszental body becosf=g
finarcizily responsible. The financing eption of sizply expanzinz 248 paviep

for decermissioaing at “the tine of dismantling 15, tharefera), rejeczted a8 2n

invquitable alternative.




General Monies
Machanism Type Held

Fund

Trust Fund

» Funded Reserve
(inside utility)

Figure 4
SOME POSSIBLE FINANCING SCHEMES

Method for
Accumulation Changes in
of Principal

Original Estimates

.)Lump Sum

.; Adjusted

(outside utility)

90¢

Depreciation
Account

> Inside Utility

Original Estimate
of Cost

»Present Costs T-'} Adjusted

Estimated Future

Premature
Shutdown
Insurance

%;+ Premature

Shutdown Bond

S

a2¢ Premature

Shutdown Bond
)Non-adjustcd""”" '
Costs

Monies
Availahilit

+ Surety
Bond



261A:13 DRAFT 1 9/6/78

Fundad scheoes are, for the purpos= of this discussion, briefly defined to be
those financing cethods in which cash or negotiable assets readily convertible
into cash such as stocks and bonds, zre accunulated by the utility to pay the
costs of decoxnissioning (see Figure 3). Such ronies, collected from the

ratepayvers, are not availzble to the utility for their general operating needs
and may bde spent only for deconmissioning.

(2) Funded Yechanisns: Rezl Assets fccunulate to Pay for Becomaissioning.

The roney accumulated by a funded-type mechanism could either (a) be held under
the direct control of the utility, but as a separate azccount or fuad, er (b) the
vonies could be turned cver to a third party, such as 2 bank, to be held essen-
tially as a trust fund. Such collected ronies would not be allowed to sit idly
but would be invested or otherwise put to work to earn interest or other income.
This would enable the accumulated monies to keep pace with the inflating costs
of decommissioning. If the rate of return earned by this invested woney was
greater than the inflation rate, the incoze from investment would also help the
totul worth of the fund increase and thereby decrease the amount of funds tuat
future~year ratepavers would have to add., While there is some risk that some of
the investments could lcse valua, the investcents could, of course, be made in

high-grade securities and spread over & diversa group of issu2s to minimize the
potential for any loss.

The funds established either inside or outside the utility could be structured
so that the rate at which monies are collected from ratepayers over the

reactor's life could vary considerably. At one extene would be the lunp sun
rethod (see Figure 3). Estirates are first rade of the present costs of decon-
vissionirg, tha inflation rate betweer now and the time of decomaissioniag, and
the expected rate of return on invested income over the same period. The
estimated fulure costs are then calculated, as well as the present amount of
mcney that, when invested earning ths estimated rate of return, will grow to
equal the predicted cost at the expected time of decozaissioning. This calcu-
lated 2mwount of principal is then provided at ths start of reactor operation

and, if all estinmates are correct, ro future money need be extracted from the
ratepayers.

In order to spread the contribution of funds over the entire reactor lifetime, a
sinking fund cculd zlterratively be established. Given the same information and
predictions of inflaticn and investrmenrt return, calculations can be performed
that will cdetermine the amounts of roney that ratepayers might pay on a yearly

basis over the rezctor life than when totalec, 2long with interest earnad, would

equal the anxticipated fimal dacomnissioning costs. Sinking fuads, as coqmonly

calculatad, reculre that the yearly additions to the principal of the fund by
o

ratepavers will b
curi

equal over the exrected reactor life. If inflation coatinues
ng the 1if= of a reactor, it night bs ergued that the ratepayers in later
ife will bs makinz thzir contributions to the sirling fund in

nflated and, tharzfore, worth less than those coatributed bv
early years. 1t should b2 possitle to caleulate a2 sink
at incorporates <on2 inflation rate for the valvz of ronay, Iw
s=vear ratepiyers rirht =32 a large: dollar contributing to the
tose censtan
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Since eithar tha lunp sum or the sinking funds can be originally calculated for
certain estizztes of decoamissioring cost inflation, investrent return and
reactor life, it might be possible to s2t ‘these rechanisms in motion and leave
them unchanzed until tha date of anticipated shutdown is reached. Iif, however,
the esti~ates of the paranmeters of inflation, return, and lifetire are off, evea
by s=zall anounts,the amount of funds accuzulated and the time course of this
accunulation ray be substzntially different fron the eventuzl time 2nd funds
reguired. For this rezson either of these funded mechanisms could be
implenented in an "ad justed” manner to accozzodate these uncertainties,

An adjusted fund, either lump sum or sinking, would be one in which periodic
(yearly, for exazple) reassassuents are rade of present estimates of future
inflation rates, raztes of return, and remaininz reactor life. Using the amount
ef funds accu-ulated at that point in tice ples the zbove new estimates, thas
funds could be recalculated and new figures for the emount and schedule of
additions to principal could be produced. As a result, an addition or reduction
cight be necessary in the principal contzinsd in the lump sva fund or in the
veerly install-ents of sinking fund. For either pechanism, periodic read just~
pents should guarentee that the funds accuzulated will a2pproxizmate the eventual
arount required, barring some sudden and uvnexpected prenature shutdowns.

That evea an acjusted fund might be unable to accunulate sufficient confes in
the event of premature shutdown may not be immeldiately obvious. Figure 5
graphically displays the rate at which funds would accumulate under a ' zriety of
maochaniscs for one set of assumptions. The assumpticns nmade are:

o If the reacter in guestion were decomzissionad {nomediately 2fter
construction, the cost would be $40 million 2t that time;

o The erpected reactor lifetime is 30 vears;

o The costs of deconnissioning will inflate at five percent per year;

o DMoney invested will return 10 percent tax free; and

o Present tax laws applicable to utilities remain for the next 30 years.

Looking first 2zt the line for decosrissioning costs, one can see that the cost
grows exponentizlly to a value of $172.8 million after 30 years, rore than a
four-fold incre2se. The luop sum fund under these essunptions would require
§9.2 willion in Year 0 to accunulate $172.8 rillion in principal ard earnings in
37 years, while a sinking fund with egual y2arly paynents by the ratepayers
would require tre 2ddition of $1.05 million per y2ar to do the sane.

For eitrer fu-2, only within the last few years of reactor life do the
eccunvlated ronizs core close to equalinz tue cost of deconrissioning. 1f the
re-~tor shuts <>'m 15, 10, or even 5 vears preraturely, the ronies accunwulated
would bz substa-tially deficiert and non-teteflitirg ratepayers, uvtilitv share-
Eolisrs, or the public would have to provids tie éifferviace. It is for this

orsidoration should be given to the zddition of a boad to any fuud;

section (43 gélc: discusses bonding.
\ n
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(3) Depreciaticn Account: Decommissiocnirs Funds Exist Calv on Utility's Books.
An alterrative to setting aside funds or gradually gccunulating funds for
decomissioniag is the depreciation account wechanism. Briefly, a utility, upon
collection of ronies for decommissioning from ratepayers but finding that the
gonies are not rceded for 30 or wore years, pight decide to use these funds for
the general cparation of tha company or the purchase of new equiment. While the
actual conay collected would be spent for non-deccraissioning purposes, the
utility would keep track on its books of the dollar z=ount of the accunulated
depreciation. The transformation of this "accumulated dapreciation™ into cash
to pay the costs of deconmissioning would not occur until the actual work was

perforned and would be accomplished by using utility icceome at that future
tice.

One commonly employed form of depreciation assumes that the value of an object
decreases lirsarly over the estinated remaininz useful life of the itea. This
vethod of calculating depreciation is termed straight line remaining 1life
(SLEL). In the case of a reactor, the operating utility estimates that over the
anticipted life (usually 30 years), the value of the plant will decline to a
worth less than 2zero. This results from the fact that when a reactor is no
longer useful, it cannot simply bz abandoned at ro cost to the utility but must
be cecornissioned, requiring an additional expenditure of funds. As a result,
its worth decreases mnot just to zero but =2actually crossas zero to beco-e a
negative amount symbolizing these deconmissioning costs.

Using SLRL depreciation, a utility would claiz that for a reactor with a 30-yeaar
life, one-thirtieth of the original construciton cost plus eventual decoomis-
sioning costs rust be recovored each year froz the rateparars so that not only
the original cests can be recovered, but also noney for decommissioning will be
available at shutcown.

In the case of the fund-type mechanisas previsusly discussed, the use made in
the interim of roney collected for eventual deconnissioning was specific and
restrictive. The inconinz money would be kept separazte from other wutility
incone and invested to earn a rate of return in a2 ranner which would pamit
ready conversion back into cash. For depreciation-type rethods, the interim use
of nmoney collected durinz the reactor's operating life is not restricted. The
roney tay be trzated as ordinary incom2 and used as such to pay any expenses the
utility cight have or to invest in capital improvements, such as new non-reactor
facilities and equipment. The axount of the decomnissioning coney collected
under these cdapraciation procedures would be entered on th2 company books in en
account for "z:curulated depreciation”. Since the zctual money collected from
ratepzvars wazs cpent shortly after collection for nmon-deconnissioning purposes,
tke pavient of Zecommissioning expanses, when they are finally realized, would
tave to be cald: cut of uvtility income at that time. An izportant conponent of
the depreciztica~type mechanisn that deserves particular attention, therefore,
is tha expected abdility of a utility to generate at the tinm2 of deconmissioning
ircome c_.r‘_i-~: rot ouly to reet normal opercting needs &t that tima but also
sufficiznt to -eet the costs of doconnissicning without burdening future
ratepayers.

Dopreciation-typs machanisns keep the accunulated decoconissioning ronies inside
tle utility--as opposed to the funded mechanisns, which rmight be s2t up either
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within the utility or with outside agencies. Figure 4 shows that the deprecia-
tion approach can be of either the adjusted or nonad justed variety. In a
nonad justed SLRL forrat, the esticated costs of decoznissioning are simply
divided by the years of reraining life and that azount is added to the depre-
ciatien account each year. Adjusted rechanisns, as with the fuaded approach,
periodically reevaluate the maznitude of estinated costs and the expected
reraining life. A new nunbar pay thereby be derivad for the yearly amouat
depreciated for purposes of decomaisslioning. DNonadjusted depreciation methods
suffer the same fault 2s nonad justed funds: if the origiral guesses prove to be
naccurate, the funds eventually accumulated may differ substantially froa the
required awount.

Either adjusted or nonadjusted depreciation methods might in theory be
established that use, as their basis for calculating the initial rate of asset
accunulation, either the estimates of decommissioning costs at the present tice
or an estimate of costs at ths future time of decommissioning. For a non-
adjusted depreciaticon method, use of the estinated future costs is essential if
the utility hopes to be even close to the event.al costs incurred. This results
froa the enormous increase in costs over 30 or vore years for even low rates of
annual inflation (seea Figure 5). thile an &adjusted depreciation mechanism
should, at least on paper, accunulate the proper amount of money by the time of
expected reactor retiremant, if the present cost is usad as the basis for
calculating depreciation at the start, the rate of accurulation will be slow
until the last few vears of reactor life. In this case the difference batwesen
accunulated coney 2ad decoxaissioning costs in the event of precature shutdown
will be greater than if some estirate of inflated future costs were originally
used 2s the basis for depreciation at tha outset.

Just as with funded pethods of providinz for decommissicaing, the depreciation
rathods are gererally inadequate to handle the possibility of prezature shut-
down, especially if present costs are used as the initial basis for calculating
depreciation. As a result, the depreciztion azpproach cight also be benefited by
the addition of a parformance bond or other cmechanisa to cover ths deficit in
the event of premature shutdown.

(4) Bornding: Insurance of Sufficiency of Funds to Pay for Dzcccmissioning.
The preceding discussion has focused con financinz rechanisms in which all monies
for dacommissioning would be accunuleted by the reactor operator. There is
enother approach to ensuring that in certzin uvnusual circumstances, nonfes will
not have to be eatracted frox the public or ron-benefiting ratepayers and that
is the use of & tond. Vhile there right be many uses of bondinz as coaponants
of a conplete financing mechanisn for reactor deco-zissioning,this report will
focus on two.

Prerature~Shutdo:m Insurance. As discusssd previously, if the financing of
deconmrmission’az relied solely on the use 6° the funded or depreciation
rochanisns, it is likely that in the event the reacter ic fovced to shut down
before the anticipated end of its ror=sl life, insufficient roales would kave
Y2ea cecunulzted to cover the costs of premature decc-sissioning. With fundad
or deprociatisn mechanisns, the azcunelated ronies reack the full zcount
required caly at the originally predicted dote of shutduen (see Figure 5).
Civen the past and present expzrience in the cosmercial reactor industey, 1t is
not wnlikely that thzre may bz instaaces in the future in which a reactor will
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Figure 5

A CCYPARISON OF THE RATE AT WHICH SEVERAL FINANCING
FECHANISMS ACCUMULATE DECCMMISSIONING MONIES
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be forced to shut down precaturely. One possible method to ensure that the
public or non-benefitting ratepayers will not be asXed to rake up any deficiency
in the needed funds would be to require that the reacter opsrator purchase a
bond that would provide the wonney necessary to cover the deficit in this event.

Surety fer Availability of Accumulated Deconnissioning Monies. It was
previcusly pointed out thai depreciation-typs financing cechanisas depand upon
the incomz of the uvtility at the time of decormissioning to provide the nmonies
to cover this expense, and that financial or econonic <difficulties might
restrict the availability of such income. A bond might ba obtained by the
utility that would require the bonding irstitution to provide nogies im an
anount up to the amount collected previously by the utility froa ratepayers for
deconnissioning under depreciation in the evant that the financiel position of
the utility a2t the time decoznissioning will not enable the utility to generate
sufficieut cash froa income to equal the azount it had collected as depre~
ciatfon. The counling, thecefore, of (a) 2 requiremeat to obtain a bond to
cover the accuauliated monies in the event of non-payrent by the utility and (5)
sore kind of premature-shutdown insurance could provide increased zssurance that
no part of the ultirate costs will be borme by the public or post-shutdown
ratepayers.

It would appear that this latter use of bonding has been recently adopted by the
Connecticut Public Utilities Control Autherity in thelir decision g-mritting
Connectizut Light and Power to use & cepreciation rnechanism to provide for the
eventual costs of mothballing Millstone I 2a-d IL. Coanecticut Light aand Power
was required to file annually with the Cornecticut PUCA 2 corporate surety bond
to ensure éha: nonies collzcted by depreciation will be used for decon~
missioning.

The use of bonds in the wanner described above may not be that dissinilar to the
boading authority that seven states presently have to require bonding of the
operators of state licensed non-reactor facilities handling radio%ftive nater-
ials to ensure the eventual decontamination of these facilities. The State
of Kentucky is considering the use of bonding to ersure that the operator of a
low level waste burial facility in that state will pay both the costs of decen-
missiongng that facility and of its psrpetual care to protect future pubdlic
health. The NRC presently requires boading of new licenseses who operate
uranium mills to similarly, guarantee that decommissioning these facilities will
be funded by the licensee.

Costs of Bonldirz., Further study of the concept of bonding will be reguired in
order to better determine who right be potential supplicrs of such dacommis-
sioning bords, vhat the exact costs of such binds night be, and tha factors that
will affect those costs. It may be possiblz that the utilities alfected could
construct a pooling arrangerent for these bonls such as that which presently
exists to provide liability insurance and indsonification for reactor opetators.

-
-
-

COSTS OF THE FINANCING KECHANISYMS

ALl niecehanisns usder certalin clrcumstiances will recover the tofal exn:nsn of
ducennissioning, bet some machanisns may tetter reduce the risk that partics
atheor than the ratepayers consuting the elsctricity will pay in the event of
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less than ideal circunstances. Estimatingz the total costs to the rateﬁ?yer and
utility of possible funding machanisns is a complex and ardusus task, Since
the pricary reason for irple-znting eny special procedures for gathering nonies
for reoctor caccmzuiscioning is to provide sora level of assurance that the total
cost will ba borne by the aporopriate parties, it seezs pore izportant at thes
iﬁ;gent level of this review to concentrate cn the benefits and disadvantazes of

differert cechanisas rather than on the net costs to ratepavers of irplementing

different rechanisas. In this ligh’, detailed discussion of the cozparative
costs of icpleneating various rechanisns will be deferred for future analysis.
It is eppropriate at the present tivme, however, to give some indication as to
the number of facters than caa influence th: eventual icplementation costs.

Fron the previous discussion of various financir-~ cechanisnms, it stould be clear
that two (vportant factors in predictinz the tutal cost . of implexnenting any
mechanisn are the future inflation rates and tie futire rate of return on
invested income. The esticated total costs of any me.%arism iavolving a fuad or
a depreciaticn account are very sensitive to the predicted inflation rate since
inflation compounded is 2 power fuaction and one property of such a fuactioa is
that the valuz at some future psint can be drastically altered by small changzes
in the rate at which it increases (i.e., the inflation rate). As an example, &
percent annual inflation rate over 30 vears will produce a 224 percent increase
in the original cost of an item. Doubling the rate to 8 percent per year doss
not simply double the 30-year increase to 448 percent but rather to 906 psrceat,

For furd2d preocedures, such as the sinking fund or ths lunp sum fund, the
expected rate of return frox investing the accuzulated principal ‘s similarly
sensitive since, if accunulated principal and interest ere reinvested, the total
accunulated funds will grow rapidly. 1If the original estimate of the amount of
total funds that will result fro: interest or other incoze earred fron investing
the rotepayers contribution is even slightly inaccurate, the eventual samouat

that ratepaysrs pust contribute to the fund, and therefore the total cost
tc ratepayers, may change dramatically.

In addition to these two factors, tax laws play a large part in deteraining the
total costs to ratepsyers. For mechanisms such as the cdepreciation account,
present tax laws do not parmit the utility to subtract the yearly funds set
aside for decconissioning from that year's income. As a result incone taxes
vust be paid on the money received from ratepavers for deconnissioning. Since
taxes are in tizory almost half of income (4S pzrcent), for utilities, alcost §2
must be collected fgym rateparars in order to have §1 after taxes to put aside
for dacozntssizainz. Tre sitvation may be even more complex. The ratepayers
may receive 2 credit based on the interest the utility would bave hzd to have
prid to go cuiside the company to borrow non2y equivalent to tha collected

cacommissical=; monies it was a2llowad to use. In addition, there ray be future
tax crelits piled on top of this credit,

For & mzclonis= involving 2 Fund, the total costs ace affected by whather er noc
tax has to %2 paid on ths Interest eavped fro- irvestirg the collected prinzi-
pals  If favestcants are nade in tax~fres seoncities or if @ spacial tax break
vere alloied this interest {ncane, the effeciive rate of return woul?d bde
altered. Trhe Califorria PUC stalf kas poloted out in e recent decornissioning

7~
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action regarding San Cnofre 1 that, under present tax law, when dezconnissioning
is actually performed the utility will have a2 large taxz deductible expense and
consegquantly will have a tax brealk that will benefit the utility's shaceholders
or its post-deconnissioaing ratepayers but not those ratepayers who actually
paiéd the deconcissioning cosis. Randling this tax brea% equitably will not be
easv. The costs of a bond used to cover premature shutdown night 2lso be
difficult to predict since, if original predictions of the fregquancy of prema-
ture shutdown and the costs of decomrpissioning at those times prove inaccurate,
the annual fees for the bonds will bave to be adjusted just as would the annual
preriuas of an insurance policy.
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CONCLUSI2NS

when selecting a financing mechanism for decernissioning, care rust b2
t2ken to ensurz that the machanism chosen is selected on the basis of why
a rachenism is thought to bz nzzdaed and what th2 machaaism is intencdzd to

ensure rathar thzn solely or lzrgely on the tasis of hew much th2 machanism
costs.

Firancing rethods for reactor dacormissioning ere intendzd to be insurance
cevices ensurirg that the anpropriete parties will bear the ccsts whznever
the r2ed for this terminal disposition arises. As 2 result, it is important
thzt decisions as to the nzed forand form of such a mechanism result from &
d2termiration of what arount and tynes of "insurance” is neaded bafore con-
sicderetion cf ils cost. The possidble financing rethods are clearly not
equil in the extent and breadth of protection tn-y afford.

-
.

L

¢ Tis2ncirg solulions may not be appropriate for rexctor dacormissioning.

it rzvorat |

bz sredant to autcratically ertand firancirg procedurss that have
previzusly bzzr found usaful for previding for disposal and replacerent
of certein othsr uti]Ity equ.p:er; to reactors. Besceuse reactors concentrate
very lzrge suts of roney in very Tew items and bscauss of the relatively
largs h_bagi.e szlvaga valua and short histery, procsdJrea which ray prove

eczguate for retiring, raplacing and dispesing of trensformars and pick-up
tructs reed to be rezvaluatud bafore baing zoplied to billion ¢ollar ruclear
reacisrs.

¢ztailed decormissicning cost estirmatzs should bz obtained
tefore implerenting eny finarcing machanism.

r 1o have bzen the result of
211y dispssing of a reactor.

Feu cost e>t1'ates presently aveilables appea

errin
2 and wannar of daccrmissicning
3

2 thorough evaluzstion c¢f the costs of ¢
Th2 costs are highly dependant on thz c2
envisiorad, Cztailed, thorough cost estir
small cost wits the cosparation of the ¢per

e
i
gre
a es can be prepared at a relatively

Efferts reed to be undertaken irmediitaly to resolve questions regarding the
erfect of taxaticn cn costs of impleveating various finascing alierratives.
Thz costs of = ploying the various Tirancing elterrzatives discussad will
vary cependic: Lpon the tax treairant ronies eccruad under thase rachanisms
recaivad, Resalutien or revisicn of state end federal tax policiss could
rosefully enzhle :echznisas vinich aficrd th2 corzatest pro*ection to the
+uhlie end rost esuitable distributize of decormissioning costs to absord
L2 73358 ine.2rsiive t3 the ratepeyars payisg for €acormissisning,
frrirgesante should be evplorzd which would pernit rerclor oparators to
¢tizin surety btonds ond préemature shotdosn incurance &t the leowast cost.
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Peactor eperators presently use pooling arrangersnis to provida 2ccident
insurance. Similer pooling arrangerenis bzatusen reactcr cpsrators, private
bonding crcanizetions énd/or state and federal agencies should be examined
2s @ reans tec ensure that the surety bonds and prematurs shuilown bond dis-
cussed ebove will ba availabie and at thz lowest possible ccst.

| -t
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ROSTER OF NRC WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
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Austin, TX 78757
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Sen. Edward T. Beck
5557 South 4270 West
Kearns, UT 84118

Max E. Benitz
Legislative Building
Olympia, WA 98504
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*Indicates group chairman

(Albugquerque)
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Arne Murray
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Little Rock, AR 72201
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472 West Washington
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House of Representatives
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*Indicates group chairman
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Olympia, WA 98504
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OBSERVERS

H. John Abbiss, P.E.

Director of Technical Services
Mining & Milling Division
United Nuclear Corporation

PO Box 3951

Albuquerque, NM 87110

William Baer

Westinghouse Wipp Project
PO Box 40039

Albuquerque, NM 87196

Stephanie J. Baker

Western Nuclear, Inc.

134 Union Blvd., Suite 640
Lakewood, CO 80228

Jerry W. Carroll
Atomics International
Rockwell International
8900 DeSoto Avenue
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Services
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APPENDIX C

(7590-01]
REVIEW OF NRC DECOMMISSIONING POLICY
State Worshops

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) is now considering development
of 8 more explicit overall policy for

and

Parts 30, 40, 50, and 70 to include more
specific guidance on decommissioning
criteria for production and utilization
facility licensees and typroduct,
source, and special nuclear material 1i-
censees. An sdvance notice of pro-
posed rulemsaking was published in the
ProeraL Recister on March 13, 1978
(FR 43 10370-10371, FR Doc. 78-6461).
The NRC staff set forth in detail iis
proposed plan for the development of
an overall NRC policy on decommis-
sioning of npuclear facilities in
NUREG-0436, “Plan for Reevaluation
of NRC Policy on Decommissioning of
Nuclear Pacilities,” March 1978.

To obtain the views of the States on
its policy, NRC is holding three re-
gional workshops to discuss the specif-
jcs of the NRC plan (NUREG-0436) as
well as its first two decommissioning
reports (NUREG-0278),"Technology,
Safety, and Costs of Decommissioning
a Reference Nuclear Fuel Reprocess-
ing Plant” and NUREG/ CR-0130
“Technology, Safety, and Costs of De-
commissioning & Reference Pressur-
ized Water Resactor.” The Governors,
legisiative leadership and public utility
chairmen of each State have been in-
vited to send represeatatives to par-
ticipate in any one of the three work-
shops. Information developed at the
workshops will be considered in the
reevalustion of NRC's decommission-
ing policy. The results of additional
studies now underway, involving other
types of nuclear activities, will be dis-
cussed at workshops planned for 1878.

The workshop locations and dates
are as follows:

September 18-20, Holiday lan Mudwown.
1305-11 Walnut B:ireet, Philadeiphia. Pa
19107.
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Beptember 25-27, Sheraton-Biltmore H
gl ;::; Peachtree Street NE., Au&‘&

September 28-30, Sheraton Old Town, 800

Rio Grande Boalevard NW., Alburguer-
que, N. Mex 87104 i

These workshops sre being held to
obtaln the views of, ..ud to provide the
opportunity for discussion among,
State officials; however, gll sessions
o'gl be 3Den to public attendance and

ervalion on a space available basis.
Reports will be filed in the NRC
ngmc Document Room.

ersons who wish further rma-
tion about these workshops u:ro who
wish to observe should write Ms. Shir-
ley Ingebritsen, Workshop Coordina-
tor, SCS Engineers, 11800 Sunrise
S e

. name,

and phone pumber. . -

Dated at
day of July 19878,

For the Nuclear Regulato Com-
mission. -

Md., this 2

Earowp E. CoLLINS,
Acting Director,
Office of State Programs.
(FR Doc.78-21506 Plled 8-3-78; 8:45 am)

Federal Register, Vol. 43, No. 151--Friday, August 4, 1978



APPENDIX D

\”- REG,,
3 ‘4,0’ UNITED STATES
-® ~ g 4 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
( s WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

e AUG 4 B8

The Honorable George C. Wallace
Governor of Alabama
Montgomery, Alabama 36104

Dear Governor Wallace:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is now engaged in the development
of a more explicit overall policy for nuclear facility decommissioning.

A detailed reevaluation plan of our current policy (NUREG-0436) was issued
in March 1978 and sent to all States for comment. The NRC will hold the
first set of regional workshops to review with State officials the

specifics of its plan at these dates and locations: September 18-20,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; September 25-27, Atlanta, Georgia; and September
28-30, Albuquergue, New Mexico.

I would like to invite you to designate representatives from your staff and
from zppropriate State agencies to participate in these workshops. We hope
that knowledgeable participation would come from the areas of radiation
control, environmental protection, power plant siting authorities, land use
policy, and if possible the attorney general's office. I ask that you desig-
nate three individuals to represent your State. You may, of course, send
other individuals as observers. In the event that there are budgetary diffi-
culties, we have some mcney available for travel. 1 am also sending letters
of invitation to the leadership of the State legislatures and the public
utilities commissions.

I would appreciate it if at your earliest convenience you could send us a
list of the names, positions, addresses and telephone numbers of the
participants from your State to the contractor providing support for the
workshops: SCS Engineers, Attn. Ms. Shirley Ingebritsen, 11800 Sunrise
valley Drive, Reston, Virginia 22907, (703) 620-3677. So that we can make
the necessary arrangements, we would like to have your list by August 15.

I am enclosing background material on the issues to br ‘i.Lussed.

Sincerely,

Tt oM

Robert G. Ryan, Director
Office of State Programs

Enclosure

cc: Aubrey Godwin, Director
Dept. of Public Health

Ed Hudspeth, Staff Director

Energy Management Board
o ’ 324



IDENTICAL LETTER AND ENCLOSURE SENT TO THE FOLLOWING ADDRESSEES

ALABAMA
Governor George C. Wallace

cc: Aubrey Godwin, Director
Alabama Dept of Public Health

Ed Hudspeth, Staff Director
Alabama Energy Mgt Board

ALASKA
Governor Jay S. Hammond

cc. Ernest W. Mueller, Commissioner
Alaska Environ Conserv Dept

ARIZONA
Governor Bruce Babbit

cc: Donald C. Gilbert, Executive Director
Arizona Atomic Energy Commission

ARKANSAS
Governor David H. Pryor

cc: Rex Ramsey, Director
Arkansas Dept of Health

CALIFORNIA
Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr

cc: Frank Hahn
California Energy Commission

COLORADO

Governor Richard D. Lamm

cc. Robert D. Siik
Colorado Dept of Nat Resources

CONNECTICUT

Governor Ella T. Grasso

cc: Maryann Guitar, Chairman
Conn PWR Facilities Eval Cncl

DELAWARE

Governor Pierre S. Dupont

cc: Austin P. Olney, Secretary
Delaware Dept of Nat Resources

David L. Press, Governors Energy

Advisor
Delaware Energy Office

FLORIDA
Governor Reubin Askew

cc: Hamilton Oven Jr, Administrator
Florida Dept of Envir Regulation

GEORGIA
Governor George Busbee

cc: J. L. Ledbetter Director
Georgia Dept of Natl Resources

HAWAII
Governor George R. Ariyoshi

cc: James S. Kumagai, Deputy Director
Hawaii Dept of Health

IDAHO
Governor John Evans

cc: Lee W. Stokes
Idaho Dept of Health & Welfare



ILLINOIS
Governor James R. Thompson
cc: Frank Beal, Director
Institute of Energy & Environ Resources
INDIANA
Governor Otis R. Bowen
cc: Ralph C. Pickard, Asst Commissioner
Environ Health
Indiana Board of Health
IOWA
Governor Robert D. Ray
cc: Maurice Van Nostrand, Chairman
Iowa Commerce Commission
KANSAS
Governor Robert F. Bennett
cc: Gerald W. Allen, Director
Kansas Dept of Healtn & Envron
KENTUCKY
Governor Julian M. Carroll
cc: Frank Harscher, Special Asst to
Governor
Kentucky Office of Governor
LOUISIANA
Governor Edwin Edwards

cc: Jim Porter
Louisiana Dept of Conservation
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MAINE
Governor James B. Longley
Henry Warren, Commissioner
Maine Envir Protection Dept
MARYLAND
Governor Blair Lee (Acting)
cc: Paul Massicot, Dir Power Plant
Sit. .g Program
Maryland Energy & Coast Zone Admin
MASSACHUSETTS
Governor Michael S. Dukakis
cc: Edward J. Daily, Director
Mass Energy Facil Siting Cncl
MICHIGAN
Governor William G. Milliken
cc: Jonathan Cain, Special Assistant
Michigan Office of Governor
MINNESOTA
Governor Rudy Perpich
cc: Peter Vanderpoel, Chairman
Minnesota Environ Quality Ba
MISSISSIPPI
Governor Cliff Finch

cc: P. T. Bankston, Director
MS Fuel & Ener Mgt Comm



MISSOURI

Governor Joseph Teasdale

cc: Weston A. Fisher, Program Director
Missouri Energy Agency

MONTANA

Governor Thomas L. Judge

cc: Lawrence Lloyd, Chief
Montana Bur of Occupation Hlth

Ted Schwinden, Lt Governor
Robert Anderson, Administrator
Montana Div Energy Planning
NEBRASKA
Governor J. J. Exon
cc: Richard H. Hansen, Senior Legal
Counsel
Nebarska Dept of Envir Control
NEVADA
Governor Mike 0'Callaghan
cc: Noel A. Clark, Director
Nevada Dept of Energy
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Governor Meldrim Thomson Jr

cc: Marshall Cobleigh
New Hampshire Off of Governor

Phil Weymuth, Special Assistant
New Hampshire Off of Governor
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NEW JERSEY

Governor Brcndan T. Byrne

cc: Joel R. Jacobson, Commissioner
New Jersey Dept of Energy

NEW MEXICO

Governor Jerry Apodaca

cc: Theodore Wolff, Program Manager
New Mexico Radiation Prot Agen

NEW YORK

Governor Hugh L. Carey

cc: Jeffrey C. Cohen
New York Energy Office

NORTH CAROLINA

Governor James Hunt Jr

cc: Hugh Wells, Executive Director
North Carolina Utilities Comm

NORTH DAKOTA

Governor Arthur A. Link

cc: Dr. T. Dwight Connor
Energy Managemcnt Conservation

Office
OHIO
Governor James A. Rhodes

cc: William B. McGorum Jr, Secretary
Ohio Power Siting Commission



OKLAHOMA
Governor David L. Boren
cc: Dale McHard, Ctief Occupa & kad
H1th Svc
Oklahoma Dept of health
OREGON
Governor Robert W. Straub
cc: F-od D. Miller, Director
Oregon Dept of Energy
PENNSYLVANIA
Governor Milton J. Shapp
cc: Thomas M. Gerusky, Director
Penn Dept of Envir Resource
RHODE ISLAND
Governor J. Joseph Garrahy
cc: Eric R. Jankel
Rhode Island Off of Governor
SOUTH CAROLINA

Governor James B. Edwards

cc: Lamar Priester Jr, Deputy Commis: “oner

South Carolina Health & Environmeni

SOUTH DAKCTA
Governor Harvey Wollman

cc: Stephen Manger
South Dakota Dept of Envir Pro

TENNESSEE

Governor Ray Blanton

cc: Edward Spitzer, Executive Director
Tennessee Energy Authority

TEXAS

Governor Dolph Briscoe

cc: George M. Cowden, Chairman
Texas Public Utilities Comm

UTAH

Governor Scott M. Matheson

cc: Don Nielson, State Science Advisor
Office of Stat:z Planning Coordtr.

VERMONT

Governor Richard A. Snelling

cc: Richard H. Saudek, Chairman
Vermont Public Service Board

VIRGINIA

Governor John Dalton

cc: Richard Rodgers Jr, General Counsel
Virginia Public Util Corp Comm

WASHINGTON

Governor Dixie Lee Ray

cc: Larry Bradley, Director
Washington State Energy Office



WEST VIRGINIA

Governor John D. Rockefeller IV

WISCONSIN
Governor Martin J. Schreiber

cc: John H. Williams, Administrator
Wisconsin Public Service Comm

WYOMING
Governor Edward Herschler
cc: Blaine Dinger
Wyoming Off of Indust Fac Site
PUERTO RICO
Governor Carlos Romero Barcelo

cc: Frank Castellon, Director
Puerto Rico Energy Office
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IDENTICAL ENCLOSURE SENT WITH ALL LETTERS

BACKGROUND PAPER

State Review of NRC
Policy on Decommissioning of

Nuclear Facilities
The responsibility for assuring safe and environmentally acceptable
decommissioning of nuclear facilities rests with 1) the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission (NRC) because it regulates the private users of nuclear
materials, including power plants, uranium mills and processors of nuclear
fuels; 2) the Agreement States because of their regulatory responsibility
over source, byproduct, and special nuclear materials in less than crit-
ical quantities; 3) the Department of Energy (DOE) because it must dispose
of or decommission the facilities it owns; and 4) the Envircnmental
Protection Agency (EPA) because it is responsible for setting standards

for the protection of the environment from all sources of radiation.

NRC requlations currently in effect cover the requirements and criteria

for decommissioning in only a limited way. These regulations and specific
requirements are described in some detail in a reevaluation plan of current
NRC policy (NUREG-0436) issued in March 1978. Regulatory guidance is
presented in Reaulatory Guide 1.86, a copy of which is contained in NUREG-
0436. This guide defines four methods for retirement of a facility: moth-
balling; in-place entombment; removal and dismantlement; and conversion to
a new facility. The guide also gives advice on decontamination for un-
restricted release, including a table of acceptable surface contamination

levels.

Conversion of the nonnuclear and uncontaminated components of a facil’ty

(i.e., electrical generating components, structures) is irrelevant to the
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issue of radiclogical health and safety. There then remain three modes of
decommissioning. Mothballing consists of removing all fuel and source
material, the disposal of all liquid and solid waste and placing the facility
in a state of protective storage. Entombment requires similar treatment and,
additionally, the remaining radioactive materials and components are sealed
with concrete or steel and isolated until they decay to unrestricted levels.

Dismantlement means total removal from the site of all radioactive materials

above accepted unrestricte”’ 1ctivity levels. After dismantlement, the
facility owner may have uni._ tricted use of the site with no requirement for

a license.

When NRC licenses a reactor, the licensee is required to identify the
tentative mode of decommissioning and how much it is expected to cost.
According to a recent NRC study (NUREG/CR-0130), the approximate cost for
immediate dismantlement of a pressurized water reactor (PWR) is estimated
to be $42 million in 1978 dollars. The staff considers cost and timing in
the finding of financial integrity. The National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) requires that the staff look at the alternatives to the generation of
electrical power via nuclear energy, fossil fuel, water power, geothermal
steam, etc. One comparison is the net cost of power generation, where
decommissioning cost is a factor. NRC does not now require that a licensee
of a nuclear power plant provide any specific method of funding to assure
that the future cost of decommissioning will be defrayed. There are several
areas in the present NRC policy requiring further definition:

Recognized Criteria For Radioactive Residue

- In Soils -- On Surface -- In Burial
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e Clear Policy on Permissible Modes of Decommissioning
- Removal vs. Fixed-In-Place
- Timing

e Financial Assurance

o Designed to "acilitate Decommissioning

While the actual act of decommissioning is not presently considered imminent
for many nuclear facilities, NRC is convinced that the clear assignment of
responsibility for decommissioning is urgent. NRC is looking toward revision
of Federal policy and the necessary rule making to define residual contam-
ination limits for decommissioning, the timing of deconmissioning and the
financial surety arrangements. EPA and the States have jurisdiction over
how much radioactivity may be left in the environment. The financial surety
arrangements at least for reactors appear to be within the jurisdiction of

the States and to some extent the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).

The NRC is developing an informaticn base (technical studies, workshop
results, etc.) in order to reevaluate its policy. The first two decommis-
sioning reports are available: NUREG-0278 "Technology, Safety, and Cost of
Decommissioning a Reference Nuclear Fuel Reprocessing Plant" and NUREG/CR-0130
"Technology, Safety and Costs of Decommissioning a Reference Pressurized
Water Reactor". Other reports on other types of facilities will be published
over the next two years. Together, these reports will give the States and
NRC a detailed basis for considering relevant aspects of the decommissioning
process. A description of the policy development plan has been issued in
NUREG-0436 "Plan for Reevaluation of NRC Policy on Deconmissioning of Nuclear
Facilities".
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Our plan is to proceed in two stages: first, NRC consultation with other

Federal agencies, the States, the industry and the public. Then armed with

that advice, we will prepare the necessary base of information reports and an

environmental impact statement (EIS). The policy statement and proposed
rule will then be developed and a public rule making proceeding will be

initiated.

For State review, we are holding three workshops: September 18 - 20, 1978
--Philadelphia; September 25 - 27 -- Atlanta; September 28 - 30 -- Albu-
querque. We want State v° on jurisdiction, on residue requirements, and
on financial requirements. At these workshops we will discuss the overall
plan and the first two major information reports. In June 1979, we plan
another set of workshops to discuss the major reports then available and
tentative NRC staff views on financial assurance, residues and generic
applicability. It is our hope that we can have essentially the same State

representatives at both workshops.

Through the workshops NRC will be seeking comments on:
- clarification of jurisdiction
- financial assurance
- extent of decommissioning required
- residual activity limits

- critigue of technical reports

We will prepare a report from the workshops which will be part of the

documentation used by the NRC staff, and available to the general public.
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The workshops will prove most useful if all participants are fully prepared
to contribute to discussions. Prior to the workshop, NRC will provide to

participants the necessary information on issues pertinent to decommissioning.
NRC is committed to improved cons'1iation and cooperation with the States.
Since we are beginning a major L2’icy effort, we want to make sure that the
States are consulted early in the decisionmaking process and that their

views are given proper weight and consideration.

A tentative agenda is attached.
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TENTATIVE AGENDA

1st. day
6:30-9:30 pm

Registration 5:00-7:00 pm

Opening Plenary 6:30-9:00 pm

Welcome - QOverview - Office of State Programs
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Policy Issue Presentation - Robert Bernero, Assistant Director
for Material Safety Standards
Division of Engineering Standards
Office of Standards Development

Question and Answer Session

Divide into groups
9:00 - 9:30 pm

- discussion of questions

NOTE: Cash Bar at 9:30
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2nd Day
8:00 - 10:00 a.m.
Technical Presentatic:« D. Smith

Results of Decommis- Battelle
sioning Reports

Summary of Comments D. F. Harmon
received by NkC on Division of Engineering Standards
Decommissioning Policy Office of Standards Development

10:30

Rooms will be available in evening for additional discussion if necessary.

5:30 - Werking Giroups

3rd Day

8:30 - 9:30 - Groups meet to review papers
coffee break

9:45 - 12 noon - Closing Plenary
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WORKSHOP LOCATIONS

September 18-20 Holiday Inn Midtown
1305-11 Walnut St.
Philadelphia, PA 19107

September 25-27 Sheraton-Biltmore Hotel
817 West Peachtree St., NE
Atlanta, GA 30383

September 28-30 Sheraton 01d Town
800 Rio Grande Blvd., NW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104
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The Honorable Joe Fine
Alabama Senate
Montgomery, Alabama 236130

Dear Senator Fine:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is now engaged in the development

of a more explicit overall policy for nuclear facility decommissioning.

A detailed reevaluation plan of our current policy (NUREG-0436) was issued
in March 1978 and sent to all States for comment. The NRC will hold the
first set of regional workshops to review with State officials the

specifics of its plan at these dates and locations: September 18-20,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; September 25-27, Atlanta, Georgia; and September
2%-30, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

I would like to invite you to designate two members of your legislative
body to participate in these workshops. You may, of course, send other
individuals as observers. In *the event that there are budgetary diffi-
culties, we have some money availabie fur travel. I am also sending letters
of invitation to the gove.nor and his staff and the public utilities commis-
sions.

I would appreciate it if at your earliest convenience you could send us a
list of the names, positions, addresses and telephone numbers of the
participants from your State to the contractor providing support for the
workshops: SCS Engineers, Attn. Ms. Shirley Ingebritsen, 11800 Sunrise
Valley Drive, Reston, Virginia 22901, (703) 620-3677. So that we can make
the necessary arrangements, we would like to have your 1ist by August i5.

I am enclosing background material on the issues tuv be discussed.

Sincerely,

T T T~

Robert G. Ryan, Director
Office of State Programs

Enclosure
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IDENTICAL LETTER SENT TO ALL ADDRESSEES

Alabama

Sen. Joe fine
State Capitol
Montgomery, AL 36130

Pep. Joe C. McCorquodale, Ji.

State Capitol
Montgomery, AL 36130

Alaska

Sen. John L. Rader
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99811

Rep. Hugh Malone
State Capitol
Juneau, A¥Y 99811

Arizona

Sen. Ed C. Sawyer
State Capitol
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Rep. Frank Kelley
State Capitol
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Arkansas
Sen. W. . Ingram

State Capitol
Little Rock, AR 72201

Pep. J. L. Shaver, Jr.

State Capitol
Little Rock, AR 72201

California
Sen. James R, Mills

State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814

Assemblywan Leo T. McCarthy

State Capitol
sacraments, CA 95814

Colorado

Sen. Fred E. Anderson
State Capitol
Denver, CU 71203

Rep. Ronald H. Strahle
State Capitol
Denver, CO 80203

Connecticut

Sen. Joseph J. Fauliso
State Capitol
Hartford, CT 06115

ep. James J. Kennel\y
State Capitol
Hartford, CT 06115

Delaware

Sen. Richard S. Cordrey
Legislative Hall
Dover, DE 19901

Pep. Kenneth W. Boulden
lLegislative Hall
fover, DE 19901

Florida

“en. Lew Brantley
~tate Capitol
Tallahassee, FL 32304

Rep. Donald L. Tucker
Stote Capitol
fallahassee, FL 32304

Ceorgia

Sen. Al Holloway
State Capitol
Atlanta, GA 30334

Rep. Thomas B. Murphy
State Capitol
ftianta, GA 30334



awaii

Sen. . John T. Ushijima
State Capitol Building
Honolulu, HI 96813

Rep. James H. Wakatsuki
State Capitol Building
Honolulu, HI 96813

Idaho

Sen. Philip E. Batt
State Capitol
Boise, 10 83720

Rep. Allan F. Larsen
State Capitol
Boise, ID 83729

I11inois

Sen. Thorias C. Hynes
“tate llcuse

Springfield, IL 62706

Rep. William A. Redmond
State House
Springfield, IL 62706

Indiana

Sen. Robert J. Fair
State House
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Rep. Kerinit 0. Burrous
State Housc
Indianapolis, IN 46204

lowa

Sen. C. Jeseph Coleman
State Capitol

Des Moines, IA 50319
Pep. Dale M. Cochran

State Capitol
Des Moines, IA 50319
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Kansas

Sen, Ross 0. Doyen
State House
Topeka, KS 66612

Rep. John Carlin
State House
Topeka, kS 66612

Kentucky

Sen. Joseph W. Prathér
State Capitol
Frankfort, KY 40601

Rep. Wiliiam G. Kenton
State Capitol
Frankfort, KY 40601

Louisiana

Sen. Michael H. 0'Keefe, Jr.
State Capitol
Baton Rouge, LA 70804

Rep. E. L. He.ry
State Capitol
Baton Rouge, LA 70804

Maine

Sen. Joseph Sewall
State House
huqusta, ME 04333

Rep. John L. Martin
State House
Augusta, ME L 04333

Haryland

Sen. Steny H. Hoyer
State Hcouse
Annapolis, MD 21401

Del. John ‘lanson Briscoe
State House
Annapolis, MD 21401



Hassachusetts

Sen. Kevin B. Harrington
State House
Boston, MA 02133

Rep. Thomas W. McGee
State House

Boston, MA 02133
Hichigan

Sen. William Faust
State Capitol
Lansing, M1 48901

Pep. Bobby D. Crim
State Capitol
Lansing, I 48901

Minnesota

Sen. Edward J. Gearty
State Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155

Pep. Martin 0. Sabo
State Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155

Nississippi

Sen, William B. Alexander
flew Capitol
Jackson, MS 39205

Pep. C. B. Newman
Hiew Capitol
Jackson, MS 39205

Missouri
Sen. Norman L. Merrell

State Capitol
Jefferson City, MO 6510]

Zep. Kenneth J. Rothman
State Capitol
Jefferson City, Ly 65101

Montana

Sen. W. Gordon McOmber
State Capitol
Helena, MT 59601

Rep. John B. Driscoll
State Capitel
Helena, MT 59601

Nebraska

Sen. Roland A. Luedtke
State Capitol

Lincoln, NB 68509

levada

Sen. Melvin D. Close, Jr.

Legislative Building
Carson City, NV 89710

Assemblyman Joseph E. Dini, Jr

Legislative Building
Carson City, NV 89710

Hew Hampshire

Sen. A1f E. Jackbson
State House
Concord, NH 03301

Rep. Georgye B. Roberts, Jr.
State House
Concord, NIl 03301

New Jersey

Sen. Matthew Feldman
State House
Trenton, NJ 08625

Assemblyman William J. Hamilion,

State House
Trenton, HJ 08625

Hew Mexico

Sen. I. M. Smalley
State Capitol
Santa Fe, 1M 87503

Rep. Walter K. Marti ez
State Capitol
Santa Fe, HM 87503



lew York

Sen. Warren M. Anderson
State Capitol
Albany, NY 12224

Assemblyman Stanley Steingut

State Capitol
Albany, NY 12224

florth Carolina

Sen. John T. Henley

State Legislative Building

Raleigh, NC 27611

Pep., Carl J. Stewart, Jr.
State Legislative Building

Raleigh, HNC 27611

fworth Dakota

Sen. David E. Nething
State Capitol
Bismarck, KD 58505

Pep. Oscar Solberg
State Capitol
Bismarck, ND 58505

Ohio

Sen. 0liver Ocasek
State House
Columbus, OH 43215

Rep. Vernal G. Riffe, Jr.

State House
Columbus, Ol 43215

Oklahoma

Sen. Gene C. Howard
State Capitol
Oklahoma City, OK 73105

vep. W. P. Hillis
State Capitol
Oklahoma City, OK 73105
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Oregon

Sen. Jason Boe
State Capitol
Salem, OR 97310

Rep. Philip D. Lang
State Capitol
Salem, OR 97310

Pennsylvania

Sen. Martin L. Murray
Main Capitol Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Rep. K. Leroy Irvis
Main Capitol Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Rhode Island

Sen. Joseph DiStefano
State House
Providence, RI 02903
Rep. Edward P. Manning
State House
Providence, Rl 02903

South Carolina

Sen. L. Marion Gress :te
State House
Columbia, SC 29211

kep. Nox L. Carter
State llouse
Columbia, SC 29211

South Dakota

Sen. G. llomer Harding
State Capitol
Pierre, SD 57501

Rep. Lowell C. Hansen Il
State Capitol
Pierre, SD 57501



Tennessee

Scn. Milton H. Hamilton, Jr.

State Capitol
Hashville, TN 37219

Fep. Ned R. McWherter
State Capitol '
Nashville, TN 37219

Texas

Sen. Don Adams

State Capitol
Austin, Texas 78701
Pep. Bill Clayton
State Capito’
Austin, TX 78701

Utah

Sen. Moroni L. Jensen
S5tate Capitol
Salt Lake City, UT 84114

Pep. Glade M. Sowards
State Capitol
Salt Lake City, UT 84114

Vermont

Sen. Robert A. Bloomer
State House
Montpelier, VT 05602

Pep. Timothy J. 0'Connor, Jv.

State House
Montpelier, VT 05602

Yirginia

Sen. Edward E. Willey
State Capitol
Richmond, VA 23219

Ce1. John Warren Cooke
State Capitol
Richmond, VA 23219
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Washinqton

Sen. Gordon L. Walgren
Legisla. ve Building
Olympia, WA 58504

Rep. John Bagnariol
Legislative Building
Olympia, WA 98504

West Virginia

Sen. W. 7. Brotherton, Jr.
State Capitol
Charleston., WV 25305

Del. Donald L. Kopp"
State Capitol
Charleston, WV 25305

Wisconsin

Sen. Fred A. Risser
State Capitol
*adison, W! 53702

Rep. Edward G. Jackamonis
State Capitol
Madison, MI 53702

Hyoming

Sen. L. Denald Northrup
State Capitol
Cheyenne, \lIY 82002

Pep. Nels J. Smith
State Capitol
Cheyenne, WY 82002

Puerto Rico

Sen. Luis A. Ferre-Aguayo
Capitol
San Juan, PR 00S04

Angel Viera Martinez
Capitol
San Juan, PR 00904
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The Honorable Juanita W. McDaniel, President
Public Service Commission

State Office Building

Montgomery, Alabama 36104

Dear Madam President:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is now engaged in the development
of a more explicit overall policy for nuclear facility deconmissioning.

A detailed reevaluation plan of our current policy (NUREG-0436) was issued
in March 1978 and sent to all States for comment. The NRC will! hold the
first set of regional workshops to review with State officials the

specifics of its plan at these dates and locations: September 18-20,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; September 25-27, Atlanta, Georgia; and Sept.mber
28-30, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

I would like to invite you to designate a representative from your staff

to participate in these workshops. You may, of course, send other individ-
uals as observers. In the event that there are budgetary difficulties,

we have some money available for travel. I am also sending letters of
invitation to the leadership of your State legislature and the governor

and his staff,

I would appreciate it if at your earliest convenience you could send the
name, position, address and telephone number of the participant from your
State to the contractor providing support for the workshops: SCS Engineers,
Attn. Ms, Shirley Ingebritsen, 11800 Sunrise Valley Drive, Reston, Virginia
22901, (703) 620-3677. So that we can make the necessary arrangements, we
would Tike to have the name of the participant by August '5.

I am enclosing backg ,und material on the issues to be discussed.

Sincerely,

Ve blugan

Robert G. Ryan, Director
Office of State Programs

Enclosure

344



Alaska

Alabama

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

District of
Columbia

Florida

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSIONS
IDENTICAL LETTER SENT

TO ALL ADDRESSEES
Goraon J. Zerbetz, Chairman

Alaska Public Utilities Commissicn
1100 MacKay Building

338 Denali St—zet

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Juanita W. McDaniel, President
Alabama Public Service Commission
P. 0. Box 991

Montgomery, Alabama 36130

Bud Tims, Chairman

Arizona Corporation Commission
2222 West Encanto Boulevard
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

John C. Pickett, Chairman

Arkansas Public Service Commission
Justice Building

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Robert Batinovich, President
California Public Utilities Commission
California State Building

350 McAllister Street

San Francisco, CA 94102

Edwin R. Lundborg, Chairman

Colorado Public Utilities Commission
500 State Services Building

1525 Sherman Street

Denver, CO 80203

Albert J. Kleban, Chairman
Connecticut Public Utilities Control Authority

165 Capitol Avenue
Hardford, CT 06115

Lee M. Cassidy, Chairman

Delaware Public Service Commission
1560 S. DuPont Highway

Dover, DE 19901

Ruth Hankins-Nesbitt, Chairperson
DC Public Service Commission
Cafratz Building

1625 1 Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

Paula F. Hawkins, Chairman
Florida Public Service Commission
700 South Adams Street
Tallahassee, FL 32304
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Georgia

Hawaii

I1lincis

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Ben 7. Wiggine. Chairman
Georgia Public Service Commission

244 Washington Street, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30334

Albert Q. Y. Tom, Chairman

Hawaii Public Utilities Commission
1164 Bishop Street, Suite 911
Honolulu, HI 96813

Robert Lenaghen, President

Idaho Public Utilities Commission
Statehouse

Boise, Idaho 83720

Charles P. Kocoras, Chairman
I11inois Commerce Commission
Leland Building

527 East Capitol Avenue
Springfield, IL 62706

Larry J. Wallace, Chairman
Indiana Pubiic Service Commission
901 State Office Building
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Maurice Van Nostrand, Chairman
Iowa State Commerce Commission
Valley Bank Building

Des Moines, IA 50319

G. T. Van Bebber, Chairman

Kansas State Corporation Commission
State Office Building

Topeka, KS 66612

Barkley J. Sturgill, Chairman
Kentucky Public Service Commission
730 Schenkel Lane

P. 0. Box 615

Frankfort, KY 40602

Louis J. Lambert, Jr., Chairman
Louisiana Public Service Commission
One American Place, Suite 1630
Baton Rouge, LA 70804

Ralph H. Gelder, Chairman

Maine Public Utilities Commission
State House

Augusta, Maine 04333

Thomas J. Hatem, Chairman
Maryland Public Service Commission
904 State Office Building

301 West Preston Street 346
Baltimore. MD 21201



rassachusetts Paul Levy, “hairman
Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, MA 02202

Michigan Daniel J. Demlow, Chairman
Michigan Public Service Commission
Mercantile Building
6545 Mercantile Way
Lansing, MI 30221

Yinnesota Richard J. Parish, Chairman
Minnesota Public Service Commission
Seventh Floor, American Center Building

St. Paul, MN 55101

Mississippi D. W. Snyder, Chairman
Mississippi Public Service Commission
19th Floor, Walter Sillers State Office Building
P.0. Box 1174
Jackson, MS 39205

Hissouri Charles Fraas, Jr., Acting Chairman
Missouri Public Service Commission
Jefferson Building
P.0. Box 360
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Montana Gordon E. Bollinger, Chairman
Montana Public Service Commission
1227-11th Avenue
Helena, MT 59601

llebraska Duane D. Gay, Chairman
Nebraska Public Service Commission
301 Centennial Mall South
P.0. BOx 94927
Lincoln, NE 68509

lievada Heber P. Hardy, Chairman
Nevada Public Service Commission
505 East King Street
Carson City, NV 89701

iew Hampshire Alexander J. valinski, Chairman
New Hampshire Public Ucilities Commission
26 Pleasant Street
Concord, NH 03301

ew Jersey George H. Barbour, President
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
171 Commerce Street
Newark, NJ 07102
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hew Mexico

New York

North Carolina

llorth Dakota

o
>
il
Io

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico

Rhode Island

South Carolina

Richard P. Montoya, Chairman

New Mexico Public Service Commission
State Capitol Building

Santa Fe, \M 87501

Charles A. Zielinski, Acting Chairman
New York Public Service Commission
Empire State Plaza

Albany, NY 12223

Robert K. Koger, Chairman

North Carolina Utilities Commission
430 North Salisbury Street

Dobbs Building

Raleigh, NC 27602

Richard A. Elkin, President

North Dakota Public Service Commission
State Capitol Building

Bismarck, ND 58505

C. Luther Heckman, Chairman

Ohio Public Utilities Commission
180 East Broad Street

Columbus, OH 43215

Rex Privett, .Chairman

Oklahoma Corporation Commission
Jim Thorpe Office Building
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105

Charles Davis, Commissioner
Oregon Public Utility Commission
300 Labor and Industries Building
Salem, OR 97310

Louis J. Carter, Chairman

Pennsylvania Puh)ic Utility Commission.
P.0. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA° 17120

Luis Berrios Amadeo, Chairman

Puerto Rico Public Service Commission
P. 0. Box S5-952

01d San Juan Station

San Juan, PR 00902

Edward F. Burke, Chairman

Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission
100 Orange Street

Providence, RI 02903

Fred A. Fuller, Chairman

South Carolina Public Service Commission
P. 0. Box 11649

Columbia, SC 29211
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South Dakota P.K. (Pete) Ecker, Chairman

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
Capitol Bvilding

Pierre, SD 57501

Tennessee Bob Clement, Chairman
Tennessee Public Service Commission
C1-102 Cordell Hull Building
Nashville, TN 37219

Texas George M. Cowden, Chairman
Texas Public Utility Commission
7800 Shoal Creek Boulevard
Suite 400N
Austin, TX 78757

Utah Milly 0. Bernard, Chairman
Utah Public Service Commission
330 East Fourth South Street
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Vermont Richard H. Saudek, Chairman
vermont Public Service Board

State Office Building
Montpelier, VT 05602

Virgin Island Gustav A. Danielson, Chairman
Virgin Islands Public Services Commission
21 Dronningens Gade,
P.0. Box 40
Charlotte Amalie, VI 00801

Virginia Preston C. Shannon, Chairman
Virginia State Corporation Commission
Blanton Building
P.0. Box 1197
Richmond, VA 23209

washington Robert C. Bailey, Chairman
Kashington Utilities and Transportation Commission
Highways-Licenses Building
Olympia, WA 98504

West Virginia E. Dandridge McDonald, Chairman
West Virginia Public Service Commission
Room E-217, Capitol Building
Charleston, WV 25305

Jisconsin Charles J. Cicchetti, Chairman
Hisconsin Public Service Commission
432 Hi1l Farms State Office Building
Madison, Wl 53702

uyoming Charles E. Johnson, Chairman
Kyoming Public Service Commission
Suprzme Court Building
Cheyenne, WY 82001
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APPENDIX G

COMPOSITE ROSTER OF WORKSHOP RESOURCE PERSONS

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555

07 fice of Standards Development

Robert M. Bernero, Assistant Director for Material Safety Standards
Don Calkins
Don Harmon

Carl Feldman

Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safequards

John B. Martin, Assistant Director for Fuel Cycle Safety & Licensing

Arnold Abriss, Low Level Waste Branch

Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Peter Ericksen, Operating Reactors
Jerome Saltzman, Antitrust and Indemnity

Robert Wood, Antitrust and Indemnity

NRC - Office of Public Affairs

Karl Abraham - Region I, Public Information Officer, U.S. NRC,
631 Park Avenue, King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

Kenneth Clark, Region II, Public Information Officer, U.S. NRC,
101 Marietta Street, Suite 3100, Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Clyde E. Wisner, Region IV, Public Information Officer, U.S. NRC,
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000, Arlington, Texas 76012
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Office of State Programs

Robert G. Ryan, Director, Office of State Programs

Sheldon Schwartz, Assistant Director for Program Development
Elizabeth McCarthy

Robert Jaske

Marie Janinek

Andrew ' obart (Region V)

Tom Elsasser (Region 1)

Sue Weissberg

John McGrath

Office of the Executive Legal Director

Jane Mapes
James R. Wolf

Environmental Protection Agency

William N. Crofford, III, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Waterside Mall, Washington, D.C. 20460

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Ben Kitash:-a, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 North Capitol Street,
Washingtu:, D.C. 20426
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SCS Engineers

Donald Shilesky, Workshop Director
David Bauer

Nancy Nicholas

William Lyons

Peter Kendrick
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