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f1lus rated a potential shortfall of $62M for tota) cleanup based primarily on
conservative assumptions that; (1) DOL funds are not committed after 1985, And
(2) State funds from Pennsylvania and New Jersey are not committed after 1985,

Rssuming the estimated $62M shortfall was roalized the staff nevertheless
concluded, based on & review of the licensec's financial ’ 2alth, that the
tleanup could be conducted on the targeted schedule., This conclusion assumed
1icensee capadility to make up 3 shortfal) of this magnitude over the
remaining years of the cleanup.

The 1icensee's most recent estimate (9/23/85) puts the tota! cleanup cost ot
§965M, some $22M less than what the staff assumed in its October 2%, 1984
review, Through CY 1985, ft {5 projected that $615M will have been spent on
the cleanup, This leaves a tota! of $350M reeded in CY BE and beyond.,
Accounting for both the cleanup cost estimate reduction and for state monies
which have been comnitted since the staff's October 25, 1984 review, we now
estimate a potentfal shortfall of about $19M, This 15 substantially less than
our previous $62M shortfall estimate,

The staff concludes that the proposed OMB elimination of $20M from DOE‘s FY &7
budget request for TM1-2 R&D should not have a significant impact on the

¢leanup schedule, 1t 15 1ikely that GPUN would have the financia) means to
offset such a reduction and carry out the cleanup as planned, As noted in my
October 25, 1984 memorandum, GPUN's financia) condition has improved
substantially since the two or three years fo)llowing the accident, Ouring

that financially critical perfod GPUN survived a number of cash flow crises
which have not recurred. It is expected that other funding sources would meet
their commitments through the remaining years of the ¢leanup (e.g., Japan $3M
per year for six years, iew Jersey and Penn5{1vanic $41M total). Although there
s always a risk that uncommitted monies will not be realized, the staff hag

had no indication that a DOE reduction would trigger such action by other funding
contributurs,

kaD Consfderations

As an argument against the OMB FY 87 cut it should be pointed out thit such
action could affect the amount and quality of valuable information ¢! tained at
{MI-2, As noted earlier the cuts represent the last $20M of DOE's $119M
multieyear program, The cuts would come at a point in the ¢leanup whire DOE
R&D has the greatest potential payback for each dollar spent, Speci.ically,
during the removal of the damaged fuel and the decontamination of the
focil?ty. the greatest bulk of valuable information should become available,
In contrast, much of COE's funding 1n earlier years was preparatory and
fnvolved desfgning equipment and techniques required to begin defueling,
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Although the proposed cuts are targeted for money requested in FY B?, it is
1ikely that the practical effects would be realized beginning n FY 86, As a
simplification, DOL expenditures on TMI-2 activities can be broken into two
gencral categories; (:? those which offset GPUN cleanup expenses (e.q.
development, procurement and operation of defueling equipment). and ?2) thote
unrelated ¢ directly carrying out the cleanup (e.9. examiratio and
characterization of core debris samples), In FY 86 DOE currently plans to
fund approximately $12M 1n TM1.2 site activities which offset GPUN cleanup
c0sts, If the proposed FY 87 cuts are realized, however, 1t 15 Yikely that
DOE will need to redirect the offsetting $12M in FY 86 to ass.re adequate
funding in FY 87 « FY 89 for DOE analysis programs away from th: TM! site,
Accordingly, GPUN would be forc~d to assume or acquire additiony) cleanup
funding to cover this shortfall as early as FY 86, 1f this ha pered, it could
81so diminish DOE's ability to influence defueling operations sufficient to
assure that adequate samples and data are collected, This result, from the
foct that, to a certain extent, the process of obtaining weaningfu) RLD
information competes for resnurces and time with the goal of pushing ¢n with
te cleanup, As a funding contributor DOz retains significantly greater
influence to assure TMI-2 information is not lost.

Conclusion & Recommendation

The FY 87 elimination of $20M in TMI-2 R&D from the OE budget should not have

8 significant impact on the cleanup schedule, The licensee should be in a
preftion to fund the shortfall, Additionally, the staff has no basis to

¢ oect that such a NOE cutback would prompt other funding contributors to default
on thefr commitments,

The proposed cut could jeopardize DOE's multi-year pla- to obtain and
understand data related to the TMl-2 accident. The timing of the cut would be
particularly harmful since 1t comes at 2 point where the most valuable
information {5 ebout tc be collected. Although the precise effect of cutting
back on the last $204 increment of DUE's ongoing $189M program is r  “lear,
it does not appear to be a cost-effe.tive approach,

The staff recommenis that the Commission take no formal action (e.g., letters
to OMB, DOE) at this time regarding this issue, The staff is attempting to
determine DOI reaction/strategy relative to the proposed cuts. We will irform
the Commission if we determine that DOE will reclama the proposed cuts and if
some form of support from the Commission could be effective in reestablishing






