
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . __ -___

n -

. .

t- - -
. ,... . .

}. . 'p * * * %,,'c g. 5.'
UNiltDsiAlls /''

|4 l"t.cr/[t NUCL E AR REGUL ATORY COM',*.l5SION.

! Yyby E o s m ci ca, c. c. m ts.

% 5,o'.....' JAN 0 21m
.

-:i
-.g -

%

*:
I

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman palladino

FACM: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Omrations y

SUPJECT: DOE FUNDING REL Alf D 10 ul-2 CLE ANUP
,

t

| This is provided in response to ycur Deceder 18, '985 rcmorar.dum which
t! requested the staf f to prepare a reugh estir3tc of the irrect of propsed

Department of Energy (DDE) fonding reductions on the TMI 2 cleanup program,
r in Eddition to the surrary inferration presented here the staf f is preparing a

detilled review of the licensee's cicanup schedule and funding plan for
| submittal to the Ccmission in the Spring 1986.
I;
r, The DOE has been funding research and develerecnt (R&D) related work at the

[ TM! site and at naticnal laboratories since stortly af ter the accident. The
total rnulti-year DOE program is currently tased on assured extenditures of

h $189 million (M). The Of fice of Paragenent and Budget's (CMB) recently
j" proposed elimination of $20M from DOE's 1M! 2 related FY 87 budget represents

the last rcnies required to fully auttcrite the $15SM prograr. Through FY 85
jq DOE has e); ended apprc> irately $177M en IMl-2 related activities. Based on a
i total DOE prcgram of 1169M it ns teen estirated that igEM wculd of fset cests
F which General Public Utilities Nuclear Corporaticn (GFUN) would have incurred
k. in the cleanup.

There are two issues associated with the prcpesed cut of TM! 2 R&D funds from
* -

k DOE's FY 67 budget: (1) the potential f or significantly af fecting GPUN's funding
'

plan with a resultire delay in the cleanup schedule, and (2) the potential for
i advcrsely af fecting the amount and cuality (- R&D infcreation obtained from

iMl-2.

Funding & Schedule Considerations
i
N In information provided to the Corinission in ey merorandum dated October 25,
i ; 1984 and at meeting on Neverter 7, 1954 the staff assessed, in detail, the

'

licensee's funding plan and cleanup schedule. The staff's review of the"

licensee's capability to fund the cleanup pointed cut that some assumed
( I funding sources were not fimly ccomitted. Specifically, the staff
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illustrated a potential shortf all of $62M for total cleanup based primarily on
conservative assurnptions that; (1) DOE funds are not comitted af ter 1985, and
(?) State funds from Pennsylvania and New Jersey are not comitted af ter 1985.

Assuming the estimated $62M shortfall was realized the staf f nevertheless
concluded, based on a review of the licensee's financial health, that the
cleanup could be conducted on the targeted schedule. This conclusion assumed
licensee capability to make up a shortfall of this magnitude over the
remaining years of the cleanup.

The licensee's most recent estimate (9/23/85) puts the total cleanut cost at
1965M, some $22M less than what the staf f assumed in its October 25, 1984
review. Through CY 1985, it is projected that $615M will have been spent on
the cleanup. This leaves a total of $350M needed in CY 86 and beyond.
Accounting for both the cicanup cost estimate reduction and for state tronies
which have been com%cd since the staf f's October 25, 1984 review, we now
estimate a potential shortfall of about $19M. This is substantially less than'
cur previcus $62M shcrtfall estimate.

The staff concludes that the proposed OMB clinination of SECM from DOE's FY 87
budget request for TM1-2 R&D should not have a significant irrpact on the
cleanup schedule. It is likely that GPUN would have the financial means to
offset such a reduction and carry out the cicanup as planned. As r,oted in my
October 25, 1904 memorandum, GPUN's financial condition has improved
tubstantially since the two or three years fo.lewing the accident. During
that financially critical period 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 cleanup (e.g., Japan $3M
per year for six years; New Jersey and Pennsylvania $41M total). Although there
is always a risk that uncomitted monics will not be realized, the staff has
had no indication that a DOE reduction would trigger such action by other funding
contributors.

R&D Consideratiers

As an argument against the OME FY 87 cut it should be pointed out that such
action could affect the amount and quality of valuable information obtcined at
TMl-2. As noted earlier the cuts represent the last $20M of DOE's $189M
multi-year program. The cuts would come at a point in the cleanup where DOE
R&D has the greatest potential payback for each dollar spent. Specifically,
during the retroval of the damaged fuel and the decontamination of the
facility, the greatest bulk of valuable information should become available,
in contrast, rauch of DOE's funding in earlier years was preparatory and
involved designing equipment and techniques required to begin defueling.

Although the proposed cuts are targeted for money requested in FY 87, it is
likely that the practical effects would be realized beginning in FY 86. As a
simplification. DOE expenditures on THI-2 activities can be broken into two
general categories; (1) those which of fset GPUN cleanup expenses (e.g.
development, procurerrent and operation of defueling equipment), and (2) those
unrelated to directly carrying out the cicanup (e.g. examination and

i
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characterization of core debris samples). In FY 86 DOE currently pliins to
fund approximately $12M in IMl 2 site activities which of fset GPUN cleanup
cests. If the proposed FY 87 cuts are realized, however, it is likely that
DOE will need to redirect the offsetting $12M in FY 86 to assure adequate
funding in FY 87 - fY 89 for DOE analysis programs away from the TMI site.
Accordingly, GPUN would be forced to assume or acquire additional cleanup
funding to cover this shortfall as early as FY 86. If this happened, it could
also diminish DOE's ability to influence defueling operations sufficient to
assure that adequate samples and data are collected. This results from the
fact that, to a certain extent, the process of obtaining meaningful R&D
information corpetes for resources and time with the goal of pushing on with
the cicanup. As a funding contributnr DOE retains significantly greater
influence to assure TM1-2 information is not lost.

Conclusion & Recommendation

'she FY 87 elimination of $20M in TM1-2 R&D from the DOE budget should not have
a significant impact on the cleanup schedule. The licensee should be in a
position to fund the shortfall. Additionally, the staff has no basis to
suspect that such a DOE cutback would prompt other funding contributors to default
on their commitments.

The proposed cut could jeopardize DOE's nulti-year plan to obtain and
understand data related to the TMl-2 accident. The titting of the cut would be
particularly harmful since it comes at a point where the most valuable
information is about to be collected. Although the precise effect of cutting
back on the last $20M increment of DOE's ongoing _5189M program is not clear,
it does not appear to be a cost effective approach.-

The staf f is attempting to determine DOE reaction / strategy relative to the
proposed cuts. We will inform the Comission if we determine that DOE will
reclama the proposed cuts and if some form of support from the Commission couldi

be effective in reestablishing the FY 87 fundino. Aside from such a determina-
tion the staf f suggests that, as informal opportunities present themselves, the
Comissioners-support the R&D value of completing the entire DOE program,
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HEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Palladino e
.

'
- fRON: William J. Dircks
[ Executive Olrector for Operations

I SUBJECT: DOE FUNDING RELATED TO THI-2 CLIANVP
:

;

f This is provideo in response to your December'18.1985 memorandum which
re0uested the staf f to pre
Ocpartment of Energy (D0() para a rough estimate of the impact of proposedfunding reductions on the THI-2 cleanup program.)

4 l'n Addition to ste svntary information presented here the staff is preparino a
f; a detailed review of the licensee's cleanup schedule and funding plan for ;

! : sutaittal to the Ccotssion in the Spring 1986.

The DOI has been funding reseaIch and development DAD) related work at the
TM1 site and at national laboratories since shortly af ter the accident. The-

'

total multi year 00t progre is currently based on assumed expenditures of
$189 million (H). TheOfficeofManagementandBudget's(OMB)recently
proposed eitmination of $20M fron DOE s THI 2 related FY 87 budget represents:

the last monies required to fully authorize the $189M program. Through FY 85
DOE has expended approximately $127M on TH1-2 related activities. Based on a
total DOE progra:a of $189M it has been estimated that $96H would of fset costs
whichOtneralPublicUtilitiesNuclearCorporation(GPU4)wou'dhaveincurred
in the cleanup.

!

There are two issues associated with the proposed cut of TMt 2 R&D funds from !
DOE's FY 87 budget: (1) the potential for-significantly affecting GPUN's funding '

plan with a retulting delay fr the cleanu,, schedule, and (2) the potential for
adversely affecting the amount and quality of RAD information obtained from
THI-2.

Tanding & Schedule Considerations

In infomation provided to the Commission in my memorandum dated October 25,
1984 and at meeting on November 7.1984 tHe staff assessed, in detail, the
licenste's funding plan and cleanup Jchedule. The staf f's reylew of the;

licenste's canability to fund the c.leanup pointed out that some assumed
i funding sources were not firmly comitt(d. Speciffe, ally, the staff

-_

. CONTACT:
W. D. Travers, NRR,

L FTS 5901120
>

.'

i

=

l.

4



_ .,

-
.

.

'..

,

. , . . -

Chairman palladino 2-,

>

filus'. rated a potential shortfall of $62M for total cleanup based primarily on
conservative assumptions that; (1) DOE funds are not comitted af ter 1985, and
(2) State funds from Pennsylvania and New Jersey are not comitted af ter 1985.

Assuming the estimated $624 shortfall was realized the staff nevertheless
concluded, based on a review of the licensee's financial f 1alth, that the
cleanup could be conducted on the targeted schedule. This conclusion assured
licensee capability to mde up a shortfall of this magnitude over the
remaining years of the cleanup.

The licensee's most recent estimate (9/23/85) puts the total cleanup cost at '

1965M. some 122M less than what the staf f assumed in its October 25. 1984
review. Through CY 1985, it is projected that $61LM will have been spent on
the cleanup. This leaves a total of $350M needed in CY 86 and beyond.
Accounting for both the cleanup cost estimate reduction and for state rnonics
which have been comitted since the staff's October 25, 1984 review, we now
estimate a potential shortfall of about $19M. This is substantially less than
our previous $62M shortfall estimate.

The staf f concludes that the proposed OMB elimination of $20M from DOE's FY 87
budget request for TMl-2 R&D should not have a significant impact on the iCleanup schedule. It is likely that GPUN would have the financial means to
of fset such a reduction and carry out the cleanup as planned. As noted in my
October 25. 1984 memorandum, GpVN's financial condition has improved
substantially since the two or three years following the accident. During
that financially critical period GPUN survived a number of cash flow crises
which have not recurred. -1t is expected that other funding sources would meet *

their cornitments through the remaining years of the cleanup (e.g., Japan $3M
per year for six years; New Jersey and Pennsylvania $41M total). Although there
is always a risk that uncomitted monies will not be realized, the staff has

.,

had no indication that a DOE reduction would trigger such action by other funding
contributors.

Ra0 Considerations

As an argument against the OMB FY 87 cut it should be pointed out tht such
action could affect the amount and quality of valuable information citained at
IMI-2. As noted earlier the cuts represent the last $20M of DOE's $149M
multi-year program. The cuts wovld come at a point in the cleanup wh]re DOE F
R&D has the greatest potential payback for each dollar spent. Specivically, '

-during the removal of the damaged fuel and the decontamination of the
facility, the greatest bulk of valuable information should become available,
in contrast, much of 00E's funding in earlier years was preparatory and
involved designing equipment and techniques required to begin defueling, i

|
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Although'the proposed cuts are targeted for money requested in FY 87, it is
likely that the practical effects would be realized beginning in FY 86. As a
simplification. DOE expenditures on TMI-2 activities can be broken into two.
gencral categories;'(1) those which offset GPUN cleanup expenses (e.g.
development, procurement and operation of defueling equipment). and (2) those
unrelated te directly carrying out the cleanup (e.g. examinatia and
characterization of core debris samples). In FY 86 00E currently plans to
fund approximately $12M in TMI-2 site activities which offset GPUN cleanup
costs. if the proposed FY 87 cuts are realized, however, it is likely that
DOE will need to redirect the offsetting $12M in FY 86 to assure adcquate
funding in FY 87 - FY 89 for DOE analysis programs away f rom t% IMI site.
Accordingly, GPUN would be forced to assume or acquire additiona) cleanup

-

! funding to cover this shortfall as early as FY 86. If this harpered, it could
also diminish DOE's ability to influence defueling operations sufficient to
assurc that adequate samples and data are collected. This results from the
fact that, to a certain extent, the process of obtaining iaeaningful R!.0
information competes for resources and time with the goal of pushing on with
t.e-cleanup.- As a funding contributor DOE retains significantly greater
influence to assure TMI-2 information is not lost.

Conclusion & Reconnendation

The.F.Y 87 elimination of $20M in TM!-2 R&D from the 20E budget should not have
a significant impact on the cleanup schedule. The licensee should be in a-
psition to fund the shortfall. Additionally, the staff has no basis to
s aect that such a DOE cutback would prompt other funding contributors to default
on their conynitments.

The proposed cut could jeopardize 00E.'s multi-year plac to obtain and
understand data related to the TMl-2 accident. The timing of the cut would be
particularly harmful since it comes at a point where the r'ost valuable
informat!On is about to be collected. Although the precise effect of cutting

=back on the last $20M increment of DOE's ongoing $189M program is r. -lear,
it does-not appear to be a cost-effective approach,

~

lhe staff recommenjs that the Commission take'no formal action (e.g. letters
to 0MB, DOE) at this time regarding this issue. The staff is attempting to
determine-DOE reaction / strategy' relathe to the proposed cuts. We will irform
the Connission if we determine that DOE.will reclama the preposed cuts and if '
some form of support from the Commission could be effective in reestablishing
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the FY 67 funding. Aside from such a determination the staff suggests that,
as informal opportunities present themselves, the Commissioners support the
R&D value of completing the entire DOE program.

,
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