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The Honorable Morris K., Udall
Chairman, Committee on

Interior and Insular Affairs
House of Representatives

The Honorable Edward .J. Markey
Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy

Conservation and Power
Committee on Fnergy and Commerce
House of Representatives

As you requested in your March 18, 1985, letter and as agreed

ent meetings with your offlces, we have compiled
n on the Department of Energy's plans for monitored

AL 1LY Lalls

vable storage (MRS) of spent nuclear fuel. As agreed, this
heet describes the following points included in our briefing

f your staffs on January 21, 1986: the purpose of MRS; the state
of Tennessee's role in the dpvp1onmpnr of the MRS nrnnnqa1 and the

Department's plans for its future involvement, if MRS is
Authorized hv the Congress: the nnfnnfla] advantaades and

__________ 1 ClaVQlILayYta K8

dlsadvantages of MRS; and the state and local impacts of siting an
MRS Far111rv in Tennessee, In add1f1nn_ we have included the

results of a questionnaire we dlatrlbuted to 74 nuclear power
btilities requesting information on their gapent-fuel storage plans

LA N A (L= L S |5 S L s 8 L*% T A SLVa Ry G2

Fnd their views on MRS,

The Department of Energy has prepared a review version of a

Bropgsal for the construction of an MRS in Tannessee that would
Eecqive, consolidate, package, store, and transport spent fuel
from commercial reactors. DnDOE identifies several advantages of
”RS for the waste management system, as well as some costs and
impacts. In addition, DOE and its contractors identified some

| o e

disadvantages to the MRS in earlier program documents. The state
of Tennessee has participated in the MRS program mainly through
its review of proposal documents and, in particular, its analysis
of the notential impacte of MRS on health and gafaetvy economics
AN . LSRR e xlv\-\'ll\—a.ula. Iltlu\v Al A LULINYD SR AR LA 4 w1 4l ing DAL b]’ A A IV“IL\—D’
the environment, and transportation. State and local groups, as
wall ae NNER haun 1dantifiald cauvaral nnnir Yy e | SAMNTAANANAM T A
. A A A D IRAS R LIGA V \ ANAL T W AL AN 2N VS L AL “1laVv LLVIIIIICII\-Q*' QVMLVC\,‘JII‘J!IIL\.'
and transportation impacts from siting an MRS in Tennessee,

This fact sheet provides a summary of the information
obtained to date on the MRS and the Department's plans for waste
transportation. We will continue to evaluate NDOE's MRS and waste
transportation plans and, as agreed, our final report to you will
respond to the remaining questions in your request.



We obtained the information in this fact sheet from
(1) documents provided by Department of Energy and Tennessee state
and local officials, (2) discussions with these officials, and
(3) responses by utilities to our questionnaire. wWe also
discussed a draft of this fact sheet with Department of Energy
and Tennessee officials and incorporated their comments as

appropriate.

As arranged with your offices, unless you publicly announce
its contents earlier, we plan no further distribution of this fact
sheet until 10 days from the date of the letter. At that time we
will send copies to interested parties and make copies available

to others upon request,

Please call me on 275-1441 if you have any questions about

| 0.4

Keith 0. Fultz
Associate Director
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SECTION 1

PURPOSE OF INTEGRATED MONITORED RETRIEVABLE STORAGE
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composed of two elements: commercial nuclear power reactor
which generate nuclear waste in the form of spent fuel, and a
geologic repository, a deep mined structure in which the spent
fuel will be disposed, In addition, the act required the

Department of Energy (DOE) to prepare a proposal for the
construction of another facilitv in the qvqum-—a monitored
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retrievable storage (MRS) fac111ty--as an option for the safe
management of nuclear waste.
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DOE has concluded that an MRS facility located in Tennessee
would significantly improve the performance of the nuclear waste
management system. As proposed by NDOE an MRS facility would
provide an early focus for developing and integrating the
essential operational functions of waste acceptance, packaging,
and transportation for disposal. (See fig, 1.1.)

The primary purpose of an MRS facility would be to receive
and prepare spent nuclear fuel from commercial reactors for
disposal in a geologic repository. The facility would also have
the capability to store spent fuel on site. DOE is proposing that
the Congress limit the amount of storage at the MRS to 15,000
metric tons. The storage capacity technically could be expanded
beyond this limit if authorized by the Congress,

The MRS facility would perform several principal functions as
an integral part of the overall system:

--receive spent nuclear fuel from most reactor sites (those
in the eastern United States) prior to shipment to a
repository for disposal;]

--consolidate the spent fuel by extracting the rods from the
’ hardware that holds them together in assemblies and
' rearranging them in a more compact array (rod
consolidation) for greater efficiency in storage, handling,
transportation, and disposal;

TAccording to the NDecember 1985 review copy of DOE's proposal, the
MRS facility would not receive spent fuel from reactors

located in the western United States; rather these reactors'
spent fuel would be shipped directly to the repository for
preparation and disposal.



--load the consolidated spent fuel into uniform canisters to
facilitate storage, handling, shipping, and further
processing at a repository;

--temporarily store the spent-fuel canisters in the
waste-handling building, pending shipment to the
repository;

--if necessary, store spent-fuel canisters for longer periods
in a large storage yard in sealed concrete casks that would
allow radiation monitoring and easy retrieval for shipment
to a repository; and

--transport the canisters in shipping casks on dedicated
trains directly to the repository for disposal.

Figure 1.1: Distribution of Waste Management Functions in a
System With an Integrated MRS Facility
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SECTION 2

TENNESSEE'S ROLE IN MRS PROPOSAL'S DRVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

DOE's SITE IDENTIFICATION

PROCFESS

In late April 1985 DOE identified three sites that it
considered the most favorable for development of site-specific
desians for the MRS proposal:

--the cancelled Clinch River Breeder Reactor Proiject site,
located in the Roane County portion of Oak Ridge,
Tennessee;

--a site on DOE's Oak Ridge Reservation, located in Qak
Ridge, Tennessee; and

--the site of the Tennessee Valley Authority's (TVA)
cancelled Hartsville nuclear power plant near the
Hartsville, Tennessee, community. (See fig. 2.1.)

DOE identified the Clinch River site as the most preferable
for several reasons:

--The site is owned by the federal government and is in the
custody of TVA,

--Because the site i{s adjacent to DOE's Oak Ridge
Reservation, nuclear activities are compatible with present
land use.

--Part of the site has already been disrupted bv preparation
for the construction of the Clinch River Breeder Reactor.

--The site has excellent access for any mode of
transportation; it is within 5 miles of the nearest
interstate highway, within 1.5 miles of a main rail line,
and on a navigable waterway.

--The local community can supply experienced technical
personnel for the MRS project.

--An extensive base of environmental data is available for
the site.

--The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) had granted a
limited work authorization for the construction of a
breeder reactor at this site--a far more complex nuclear
installation than the MRS facility.



As the following chronology indicates, Tennessee was not
involved in DOE's initial site identification. DOE interacted
with Tennessee regarding the MRS in the following ways:

--In late March 1985, according to DOE records, the Dhirector,
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, called the
governor of Tennessee; his call was referred to the
Commissioner of Health and the Environment. At this time,
the Director notified the Commissioner that DOE was
considering 3 sites in Tennessee, out of 11 nationwide, for
the location of the MRS facility. Tennessee officials
stated that this contact occurred in April 1985.

--0On April 25, 1985, according to Tennessee officials, DOE
delivered documents and background information to the
office of the Commissioner of Health and the Environment
indicating that three Tennessee sites had been identified
as DOE's alternative sites for an MRS.

--On April 26, 1985, the first meeting between Tennessee and
DOE officials took place to inform the state of the basis
for DOE's decision to propose an MRS facility in
Tennessee, Also on this date, DOE established an MRS
office in Oak Ridge and information facilities in the state
to facilitate communication and interaction,

. STATE'S ROLE IN DEVELOPMENT
- OF MRS PROPOSAL

Since April 1985 Tennessee has been reviewing draft segments
of DOE's proposal for MRS. Several state and local agencies
participated in this review to critique DOE's information as well
as conduct independent analyses:

-~-In May 1985 the governor gave the Safe Growth Cabinet
Council? the responsibility for evaluating the MRS
proposal at the state level. At the same time, two

| groups--the Clinch River MRS Task Force for the Oak Ridge
area (the Clinch River and Oak Ridge sites) and the Five
County Research, Evaluation, Analysis and Liaison (REAL)
group for the Hartsville area-~were formed to analyze and
evaluate the proposal at the local level.

27he safe Growth Cabinet Council--which includes the Commissioners
of the Tennessee Departments of Health and Environment,
Transportation, Economic and Community Development, Conservation,
Agriculture, and the Executive Director of the Tennessee Wildlife
Resources Agency--is an advisory group to the governor on the
subject of environmental protection and enhancement of
Tennessee's aesthetic qualities and environment.



--In June 1985 Tennessee received a $1.4 million grant from
DOFE to assist the state in determining the potential
impacts of MRS on the state and developing an opinion on
the acceptability of the facility. Of this $1.4 million,
$100,000 was allocated to the Clinch River MRS Task Force
and $100,000 to the REAL group for their evaluations of
local impacts.

--In the process of evaluating the proposal and determining
the potential impacts of DOE's MRS plans, meetings,
workshops, field trips, public hearings, and other
activities were undertaken with the participation of
representatives of DOE, the state and local governments,
the state legislature, consultants, and the general
public.

--In October 1985 the Clinch River MRS Task Force completed
its evaluation and gave its conditional acceptance to the
facility providing certain concerns are addressed in
Congress's authorization of MRS. (The Task Force's
findings are discussed in sec. 5 of this fact sheet.)

--In November 1985 the REAL group completed its evaluation
and found that an MRS facility in Hartsville was
unacceptable because of perceived negative impacts on the
community.

-=-In December 1985 all the participating state agencies and
contractors submitted their written reports to the Safe
Growth Cabinet Council for final dispositon and
communication of the results to the governor.

--On January 21, 1986, the governor of Tennessee notified the
Secretary of Energy that he opposed the MRS because (1) the
MRS is unnecessary and (2) the public's perceptions and the
controversy over the MRS would have a detrimental effect on
industrial recruitment, economic expansion, and tourism in
the Knoxville~Oak Ridge area.

-=-On February 5, 1986, the governor of Tennessee formally
submitted to the Secretary of Energy the state's comments
on DOE's MRS proposal documents.,

Ongoing litigation

The extent and timing of Tennessee's participation in the MRS
siting process has been the subject of litigation still pending in
the courts. Consequently, DOE did not submit its MRS proposal to
the Congress in February 1986, as planned; DOE is awaiting
resolution of the litigation to formally submit the proposal. In
summary, the legal proceedings relating to the MRS include the
following:



--0On Auqust 20, 1985, the state of Tennessee filed

a

complaint with a Tennessee district court, arguing that the

Nuclear Waste Policv Act required DOE to consult

in a

timely manner with the state concerning the MRS and that
DOE had failed to meet this requirement. The state also
sought an iniunction to prevent DOE from submitting the MRS

proposal to the Congress.

--On October 21, 1985, DOE asked the district court to
dismiss the state's case on the grounds that the district
court had no subject matter jurisdiction in the case. The
court denied DOE's motion for dismissal on November 12, On
January 9, 1986, a court of appeals granted DOE permission
to appeal this decision and for expedited consideration of

the appeal. The appeal is pending.

--While the appeals court was reviewing the durisdi

ction

issue, the district court considered the merits of the
case. On February 5, 1986, the district court concluded
that DOE violated the act by failing to consult and
cooperate with the governor and legislature of the state of

Tennessee in the MRS siting process.

--On February 7, 1986, the district court permanently
enjoined DOE from making any proposal to the Congress that
relies on siting studies developed prior to consultation
and cooperation with Tennessee. On February 12, DOE filed
both a notice of appeal with the district court and a
motion to stay the injunction pending appeal. That motion

was denied on February 14,

--On February 13, 1986, DOE appealed the district court's
decision and asked the appeals court to reverse the

injunction or stay the injunction pending appeal.

In early

March 1986, the court of appeals denied DOE's request for
reversal or stavy of the injunction prohibiting DOE from

submitting the MRS proposal to the Congress.

STATE'S PROPOSED ROLE IN

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSAL

In December 1985 DOE released a review copy of its
proposal required by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. .DOE
that after approval of the MRS proposal, it would enter
written consultation-and-cooperation agreement with the
Tennessee, which would formalize arrangements for state

MRS
envisions
into a
state of
and local

involvement. Such an agreement is provided for under Section 117

of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

DOE has proposed to provide the state and local governments

both annual financial assistance payments during MRS's



preoperational period and payments equal to property and other
taxes paid by taxable facilities during MRS operation, This
financial assistance would be in addition to reimbursements for
work performed for the MRS project.

DOE has also proposed the establishment of an MRS Steering
Committee to review the project's implementation. This committee
would conduct performance evaluations, provide advice, and
recommend any needed corrective actions. The committee could also

--provide information to the public about the safety of the
facility;

--ensure that state and local perspectives are considered in
key programmatic decisions; and

--participate in planning for the collection of data on the
environmental, demographic, and socioceconomic conditions of
the site and the local community.

The proposed committee would consist of nine members--a
chairman named by DOE in consultation with the governor of
Tennessee; two members representing DOE; two representing the
state; and one each representing Roane County, the city of Oak
Ridge, all utilities paying into the Nuclear wWaste Fund, and other
public interests,

Figure 2.1: Proposed Sites for First Repository and MRS
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SECTION 3

ADVANTAGES OF AN MRS FACILITY

DOE has stated that an MRS would significantly improve the

- performance of the waste management system., 1In the December 1985

review copy of the MRS proposal, DOE identified the following
advantages and benefits for the waste management system that DOE
has concluded would result from development of the proposed MRS,
In general, according to DOE's proposal documents, MRS would

-~-improve waste system development by allowing some
licensing and planning activities in the program to be
implemented prior to repository site selection. Planning
for waste transportation, including routes, logistics, and
equipment procurement, as well as some other activities,
could begin earlier,

--accelerate spent-fuel acceptance from the utilities. By
starting in 1996 and reaching full operations by 1998, MRS
would allow DOE to receive spent fuel at full capacity 5
years sooner than a repository-only system., (The
repository~only system is designed to reach full-capacity
operation in 2002.)

-—-provide increased reliability and flexibility in
operating the system. Among other system operation
benefits, DOE said that adding storage capacity at the MRS
would allow the unloading of reactor storage pools to be
independent of the loading of the repository. Thus, delays
or disruptions in one component of the system would be less
likely to affect progress of the entire waste management
system,

--facilitate the operations of the repository. 1In addition
to other repository benefits, DOE said that the repository
would receive fewer shipments arriving by one transport
mode (rail) from an MRS.

-~improve the performance of the transportation system.
According to DOE, MRS would serve as a hub for
transportation operations, focus the control and management
of transportation operations, reduce the number of
cross-country shipments and shipping routes, reduce public
exposure from transport operations, and provide other
transportation benefits.

~-produce institutional benefits that could enhance
progress in the repository program and public acceptance of
these repositories, Among other institutional benefits,
DOE expects to gain experience from its interactions with

1



the state of Tennessee that would enhance the public's
confidence in DOE's ability to carry out the program,

12



SECTION 4

DISADVANTAGES OF AN MRS FACILITY

The December 1985 version of DOE's proposal documents
identified the following costs and impacts of MRS:

-—-an increase in system facility costs of about $1.4 to $2
billion (approximately 6 percent of total system costs),
plus additional financial assistance and other costs of the
facility (DOE's revised estimates show that the net cost
increase to the system of constructing and operating an MRS
would range between S$1.6 to $2.6 billion.);

~-a requirement for additional licensing activities;

~-an increase--within regulatory limits--in occupational
exposure to radiation from additional spent-fuel handling;

and

! --some duplication in facilities or operations in the overall
! system since the repository must have the capability to
receive and package western reactors' spent fuel.

In addition, in earlier issue papers and internal DOE working
documents, DOE contractors and field office officials preparing
DOE's proposal determined that the MRS proposed by DOE would have
some disadvantages. Included among the disadvantages are these:

--Increased svstem complexity. MRS would add another
facility to the waste management system requiring more
equipment and more interfaces to accommodate as well as
additional siting and decommissioning activities.

--Shifting transportation patterns. MRS would
significantly redistribute shipments of spent fuel and,
consequently, the risk in the transportation svstem. The
redistribution of shipments would decrease the number of

| shipments seen by most states but would likely increase the

number of shipments for Tennessee and some adjacent

| states. It would add a second area in the system--in

? addition to the repository site~-where spent-fuel shipments

would converge.

--Altered cash flows. MRS would increase near-term costs
of the Nuclear Waste Fund, siagnificantly altering cash
flows. Although some of the costs incurred are compensated
by lower costs later in time, a gquestion may exist as to
the ability of the fund in its early years to sustain the
additional facility. (In the review version of the MRS
proposal, DOE states that it believes the fee paid by

13



utilities to finance the waste management program is
adequate to fund the program in the near-term.,)

In discussions concerning this fact sheet, DOE officials
stated that some of the identified costs and impacts of the MRS
may have positive implications for the waste management system,
For example, while an MRS would add another facility that must be
licensed, DOE officials stated that separating licensing of waste
preparation functions from waste emplacement activities may
facilitate repository licensing.

14



SECTION 5

STATE AND LOCAL IMPACTS OF MRS

DOE considers each of the three Tennessee sites acceptable
for MRS and has identified Clinch River as the preferred site.
Data on the candidate sites were also evaluated by the state and
concerned local governments for acceptability in terms of
environmental, socioeconomic, and transportation impacts.

DOE, the state, and the Roane County/Oak Ridge community
evaluations generally agree that (1) environmental impacts from
MRS would be within regulatory limits and could be mitigated;

(2) socioeconomic impacts, including loss of tax revenues, will
require compensation; and (3) further transportation planning and
physical improvements will be required to alleviate state and
local concerns. Some disagreement exists between DOE and the
Tennessee Department of Conservation over the geologic suitability
of the Clinch River site. 1In addition, the Clinch River Task
Force raised several concerns about the need for better
site-specific data and a thorough study of the possibility of
accidents, The following presents a summary of the major concerns
and conclusions regarding impacts of siting an MRS facility in
Tennessee.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

DOE concluded that the environmental impacts of the MRS would
be slight and all within applicable federal and state standards.
However, DOE said that MRS could result in a potential for
temporary degradation of ambient air and water quality in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed MRS site during construction
activities (e.g., site clearing and excavation) and loss of land
for ecological processes at the site. DOE stated that these
environmental impacts are less than or equivalent to those
expected for any moderately sized industrial facility.

| The Tennessee State NDepartment of Health and Environment
found that DOE's plans for monitoring the site could help
alleviate possible impacts from construction and agreed that any
degradation would likely be temporary and within regulatory
limits,

The Clinch River MRS Task Force concluded that construction
activities could affect noise levels, surface and groundwater, and
local ecology including forests, wildlife, fish, and endangered
species. It also stated that more detailed study will be
necessary to quantify the environmental impacts due to clearing
and site preparation at the Oak Ridge site.

15



The State Department of Conservation was concerned that
ecological data used for site selection were out of date or not
site-specific and that this could delay construction if more
current and site-specific data indicate problems. 1In addition,
the Tennessee Department of Conservation's review of geologic data
indicated that the Clinch River site contains sink holes and may
be susceptible to flooding in the event of dam failure.

The Clinch River Task Force was concerned that workers, the
public, or the environment could be exposed to radiation from
accidents or during improper operation of the MRS.

SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

DOE identified certain specific socioeconomic impacts
applicable to the Clinch River community including the following:

--If the MRS were located at Clinch River, the community
would lose use of the site for other commercial development
with a resulting potential loss of additional tax
revenues. Both the state and the Clinch River Task Force
also identified this revenue loss as a negative impact,

--Local government costs would increase because of increased
public services, especially in the 0Oak Ridge, Tennessee,
community, given the present concentration of federal
activities in the community. (Both the Clinch River and
Oak Ridge sites are in 0Oak Ridge.) The Clinch River Task
Force also believed MRS could hinder the community's
efforts to diversify its economic base.

-=-The community could potentially lose some local control
over its economic base accompanied by feelings of loss of
financial independence.

The REAL group stated that Hartsville could experience
negative socioeconomic impacts from construction of MRS. This
group also believes MRS would negatively affect land values in the
community.

t The state agencies identified both negative and positive
impacts from MRS in Tennessee, Among these impacts are the
following:

--Public perceptions of the MRS facility could negatively
affect tourism and new industry. The Clinch River Task
Force agreed with this assessment,

——MRS would not create a material boom-bust effect on local
communities.

16



~-~The benefits from the MRS are small relative to the
existing local economy.

--An MRS facility would increase employment, increase revenue

from sales taxes, and bring positive impacts from decreased
property tax rates in the affected communities.

TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS

DOE concluded that each site would require varying degrees of
access upgrading, such as highway improvements. 1In terms of
safety and reliability, DOE concluded that

--radiological risks3 from transportation are low and

~-nonradiological risks4 are slightly higher than
radiological risks, but still extremely low.

Both the state and the Clinch River Task Force agreed with DOE's
findings on transportation risks.

DOE recognized that more work was needed on other issues that
would affect state and local governments, including

--specific shipment procedures and regulations,

~-route designations and restrictions,

--training of all involved personnel,

--emergency responsiveness, and

--development of shipment tracking methods.
The Clinch River Task Force raised numerous concerns about some of
the same issues, including routing, inspections, vehicle escorts,
and emergency response procedures that it believes would be

required for safe transport of spent fuel in the community. DOE
and the state have agreed that these issues could be resolved in

fuUture agreements.

3Radiological risks arise from routine exposure to radiation from
shipping spent fuel and potential releases from severe accidents.

4Nonradiological risks are associated with the actual act of
transportation and possible breakdowns or accidents.

17



While the state identified some direct transportation impacts
of the MRS on Tennessee, their analysis focused primarily on
overall waste system impacts of shipping spent fuel with and
without an MRS. The state studies identified the following
transportation impacts:

--The amount of transportation of spent fuel in Tennessee
will be greater with an MRS facility than without an MRS
facility, and to the extent that risk is a function of the
amount of transportation, the risk to Tennessee citizens
will also be greater.

--Transport of spent nuclear fuel incurs relatively fewer
risks than other types of transport (e.g., movement of
gasoline, chemicals, coal, general freight, and even
automobile occupants).

--Improving the logistics of the overall waste transportation
system (by using large casks, increasing the proportion of
transport by rail, and making greater use of trains that
carry only spent fuel) can reduce all transportation
impacts.

--Transportation improvements in a system without an MRS can
achieve reductions in system impacts that are equal to or
greater than those attributed to an MRS.

The REAL group found that road, bridge, and rail improvements
would be needed to satisfy MRS transportation requirements and
that public perceptions of the risks of nuclear shipment accidents
contributed to the community's opposition to a facility in
Hartsville.

18



SECTION 6

RESULTS OF SURVEY OF UTILITIES

In November 1985 we distributed a guestionnaire to the chief
executive officers of those utilities (74) that either own or
operate nuclear power plants, asking their views on DOE's plans
for MRS. The questionnaire, with a compilation of utilities'
responses, is included on pages 22 through 30. The number of
nonresponses and other responses for each question is also noted
on the questionnaire. The following is a summary of the responses
from the 54 utilities that completed our questionnaire.

SPENT-FUEL STORAGE PLANS

Most spent fuel from reactors is currently stored in pools at
the individual reactor sites. Some reactors are rapidly depleting
their existing storage capacity. These reactors must find
alternative means to expand or supplement this storage to
accommodate their growing spent-fuel inventories until DOE accepts
it for disposal as planned beginning in 1998. Utilities' ability
to expand storage capacity at reactor sites bears directly on the
gquestion of need for and benefits of MRS for storage until a
repository becomes available. Therefore, we asked the utilities
questions regarding their spent-fuel storage plans. The following
summarizes their responses:

~--Most utilities (76 percent) are planning or have completed
reracking their spent-fuel storage pools to expand their
capacity. The two other storage methods mentioned most
frequently as at least under consideration to keep plants
operating were rod consolidation (43 percent) and on-site
dry storage (31 percent).

--Almost all companies believe they can provide for their own
spent-fuel storage needs until 1998 (when DOE expects a
repository to be available), although 10 companies believe
this would require great effort on their part.

--After 1998 it becomes more difficult for companies to
provide storage. Three companies believe thev would not be

50f the 74 utilities sent questionnaires, 54 completed the
questionnaire; 17 did not respond because they are minority
owners and other companies responded for them; 2 companies did
not complete the guestionnaire but provided their comments in
letters; and 1 company d4id not reply. For each guestion
discussed in this summary, out of 54 responses 4 or fewer
companies did not reply to a specific question (i.e., the answer
was blank). All percentages in this summary are based on these
54 responses.

19



able to provide storage if a repository is delayed less
than 5 years. Ten companies said they could not provide
storage if a repository is delayed 5 years or more,

-=-Fifty=-six percent of those responding said they would be
willing to provide storage after 1998 if a repository is
delayed less than 5 years, Twenty-two percent are willing
to provide such storage after a 5-year or more delay.

--If a repository is not available in 1998--the year in which
DOE has committed to begin accepting spent fuel from
utilities--many utilities (48 to 67 percent) expect to seek
some form of financial reimbursement from DOE for continued
storage of their spent fuel either through financial credit
or direct payment for company services.

--Most utilities (83 percent) anticipate that community
reaction and NRC licensing are most likely to cause some
problems if spent-fuel storage is provided on-site beyond
1998.

MRS

According to DOE's December 1985 proposal documents,
utilities will bear the costs of MRS through their payments to the
Nuclear Waste Fund. 1In addition, if the MRS is not approved, some
or all of the functions attributed to the MRS--storage, rod
consolidation, packaging, and others--may be performed at the
reactor sites, Therefore, we asked the utilities questions to
determine their views of the need for and desirability of MRS.

The following is a summary of their responses:

--1f a repository is not available in 1998, 52 percent of
those responding said they would prefer that their spent
fuel be stored at an MRS rather than on-site at power
plants.

-=-Most utilities (70 percent) are willing to pay a share of
! the costs of MRS if it is covered by the current 1-mill-
' per-kilowatt-hour fee to utilities.

--Utilities are unwilling or uncertain that they
would agree to pay these costs if

(1) MRS requires an increase in the 1-mill fee (80
percent),

(2) they have already incurred substantial
investments for on-site storage (89 percent), or

(3) their spent fuel is not shipped to an MRS (91
percent).
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--Most utilities believe that with effort they could arrange
for the functions of an MRS--rod consolidation (81
percent), standardized packaging (69 percent), cask
decontamination (85 percent), and centralized
transportation (52 percent)--without an MRS facility.

--More utilities (44 percent) would prefer a waste management
system with only a repository to one with both a repository
and an MRS (39 percent).

--More companies support an MRS (44 percent) than
oppose it (31 percent); 20 percent are neutral at this
time,

--seventy percent of the utilities have no confidence that
DOE will have a repository in operation in 1998. Another 9
percent have little confidence.

--Most companies believe a repository will not be available
before 2003, Eight utilities foresee a gap between when
they will no longer be able to provide storage and when
they expect a repository to be available.
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U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Review of DOE's Plans for Monitored Retrievable Storage

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. General Accounting Office
(GAO) is an agency that assists the U.S.
Congress in evaluating federal prograzs.
At the request of two U.S. House of
Representative committees, ve are
examining the Department of Energy's
(DOE's) plans for monitored retrievable
storage of spent nuclear fuel.

The purpose of this questionnaire is
to obtain information from utility auclear
powverplant managers about the impacts of
the DOE's plans for monitored retrievable
storage of spent nuclear fuel on
utilities. DOE has announced plans to
propose that a facility for monitored
retrievable storage of spent nuclear fuel
be constructed [n Tenness:.. Such &
facility would be scheduled to begin
accepting spent fuel from utilities in
1996. DOE believes that moanitored
retrievable storage (MRS) will benefit
utilities by relieving utilities from
adding storage capacity in the initial
years of its operation and that such a
facility will fulfill DOE's contractual
commitment with your company to begin
accepting vaste in 1998.

To refresh your memory, as proposed
by DOE, an MRS would be a centralized
facilicy to:

e receive, handle, package, and
ship spent fuel to a repository

( e store limited amounts of spent
. fuel (approximately 15,000 MT),

The repository planned for 1998
would:

e receive, handle, and package
spent fuel

¢ have extensive storage
capacity and disposal capability
for spent fuel,

ID1 (1-2)
DTL (3-8)
chl (9)
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The results of this survey will be
used by the GAO in reporting to the
Congress on DOE's plans for MRS. Since
your utilicy i{s likely to be directly
affected by DOE's program, your fraok and
honest answers will provide valuable
information. Please ansver the questions
in terms of your company's needs and
plans, not in terms of the industry as a
whole.

The questionnaire wmay take about 20
minutes to complete. Most of the
questions can be completed by checking
boxes. There is space at the end of the
questionnaire for any comments you may
wish to make concerning DOE's plans for
MRS.

We wvant to make one point clear.
Your answers will be confidential and used
only for the purpose of this study. The
questionnaire is numbered so that when we
receive your completed questiounnaire we do
not have to send you a follow-up request.
In fact, your name and address will be
disassociated from your questionnaire and
your answers will be combined so that
nobody will be able to tell how you or any
other single company answered a given
question. Remember, while your name is
oot {mportant to this study, your plans
and opinions are. We cannot make
meaningful recommendations without help
from you and others like you.

Please return the completed
questionnaire {n the self-addressed
envelope within 3 veeks after receipt. If
you have any questions, pleagse call either
Mary Cheston or Vince Price at (202)
252-8720.

Thank you for your cooperation.

If the self-addressed envelope is
misplaced, please mail the completed
questionnaire to:

Mr. Vince Price

U.S. General Accounting Office
Forrestal Building, Room GB-236
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585



l. 1In order to maintain full core 2. By vhat month and year does your

reserve and keaep your company company anticipate the end of
plant(s) opersting until the operating life for each of your
license(s) expires, your company may plants? (PLEASE SPECIFY THE PLANT'S
be considering storage options. NAME AND EINTER THE MONTH AND YEAR FOR

EACH PLANT CURRENTLY LICENSED.)
For each of the storage options

listed below, which stage of planning Plant Name Month | Year

best describes your company's plans

for spent fuel storage? (POR EACH 1. Plant [Reactor-Specific (16-19)

STORAGE OPTION CHECK ONE COLUMN.)

(10-15) 2. Plant (20-23)

Plant (24-27)
Plant (28-31)
Plant (32-39)
Plant (36-39)
Plint (40-43)

{
|
| __STORAGE OPTIONS /o
|

| 1. Reracking pool 6 (2710
T Trenehipeset €0
‘ another pool 2 002
3. rod
consolidation 0 0 3

4. Onsite dry

storage 34 1. 11160 0 2
V. Offsite drey

storage
(SPECIFY WHERE)

48 |3 11 (|0 }0 011

6. Other (SPECIFY)

\
|
j éN-No Response

O=0Other Response

23



4a. If a repository is not available in

PLEASE READ 1998, would your company be villin‘
to store on site spent fuel generated
1) ANSWER QUESTIONS IN TERMS OF YOUR by your currently licensed reactors
COMPANY'S NEEDS AND PLANS, NOT during the following time periods?
THE PERSPECTIVE OF THE INDUSTRY (FOR EACH PERIOD CHECK ONE COLUMN.)
AS A WHOLE,

2) UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED, COMPLETE
THE QUESTIONNAIRE ASSUMING DOE'S
PLANS FOR A REPOSITORY IN 1998
WILL BE REALIZED.

TIME PERIODS

3a. Do you expect your company will be 1. Afrer 1998
able to provide for onsite scorage if & revository
for all spent fuel generated by your is' delayed for
currently licensed resctors through less than 5 vears{10 J20 10 | 7 | S |11
each of the periods listed below? 2. After 1998
(FOR EACH PERIOD CHECK ONE COLUMN.) if a repository
(44=47) is delayed for
S vears or more 2110 127 |1 8 110 ; 2]1

4b. Why or why not?
(54)
Narrative answers

PERIODS

|

} 1. Until 1996

! (vhen an MRS

| is scheduled to
be available) 29 10

2. Until 1998
(when a
repository is
scheduled to
be available) 21 12} 9 J10 ] 0 1f1

3., Afrer 1998
if a repository
is delayed for
less than 5 years 10 7111 ]20 3 j142

4. Afrer 1998
if a repository
is delayed for
5 vears or more 1 4] 8 {28 110 |1]2

QQ

w

o
—
—

Jb. In what year will your company
no longer be able to provide for
onsite storage? (SPECIFY YEAR.)

Year Range from (48-51)
1952 to 2030
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__ASSISTANCE

I. 7ederal Interim
1 b% the Waste Act |2]1
2. Finsncial

1f a repository is not availadle in 1998, do you expect that your company will
request any of the followving types of sssistance from DOE in order to provide
spent fuel storage during the following time periods? (UNDER EACH TIME PERIOD,

FOR EACH TYPE OF ASSISTANCE CHECK ONE COLIMN.)

IF REPOSITORY IS _
DELAYED 5 YEARS OR MORE

Scocage as defined

-
[+))
fo)
w
LM

o
(3]
I~

credit 211

T

| for your 1
confcny'o services

4. Tquipment

| equipment, etc.)
*. 5:hcr

- (srrcr)

Direct payment

(storage cask,

rod consolidation 2 13j1s 1 a0 {211

|
|
I
1,

25

(35-36)
(57-38)

(59-60)

(61-62)

(63-44)



6. In your opinion, how major or minor & 8. Assuming & repository is availadble in

problem (if ac all) does your company 1998 and considering your companv's
anticipate any of the following would needs and plans, doss your company feel
be in providing onsite storsge of that it wvould be wore costly to store
spent fuel after 19987 (FOR EACH spent fuel at an MRS or onsite at
ITEM CHECK ONE COLUMN.) your reactor(s)? (CHECK ONE.)

(65-69) (71)

1. [16] MRS vould be much more
costly

2. [10) MRS would be somevhat nmore
costly

3. [_1] MRS would be about as
costly as reactor storags

1TEMS 4. [39] Reactor storage would be

somevhat more costly

1. Public utilicy
commission(s) n h ) 5. [_5) Resctor storage would be
| approval _ 9 8j8]2 much more costly
12, NRC

| licensing s|8{27] 9113
3. Community or
ublic reaction | 5| 7 |16 |10 |12 |, 110

4, Local permits
17| 4116 | 6| 4| 4 3

S. Other (SPECIFY)

0 0j 0] 3] 2N

7. 1t a repository is not available in
1998, wvhich of the following options
for storing spent fuel genersted by

! your currently licensed reactors does
your company prefer? (CHECK ONE,)

w 1. {19 Onsite storage (70)

2. (24 wms
''3. 1) other (sPECIFY)
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To what extent, if at all, would your company be villing to pay a proportional

9.
share of the costs for an MRS facility under each of the following conditions?

(POR EACH CONDITION CHECK ONE COLUMN.)
(72-75)

CONDITIONS
1. 1f MRS costs are covered

by existing | mill fee
2. If MRS costs require an
. increase in 1 mill fee 1 17 |[18R2 A3 |,
3. 1f your company has incurred
i substantial invescment in

alternative onsite storage methods 2 |1 {11p2 D5 |2}
H. 1f your coapany's spent fual is not

sent to an MRS, osut goes directly to
| _a _repository

1 |2 | 9ha pe 1 3

110. Considering your company's needs and plans, which of the following activities
does your company feal should be done at an MRS given the following
(UNDEZR EACH CONDITION, CHECK ONE COLUMN FOR EACH ACTIVITY.)

102 (1-2)
cp2 (3)

, if any,

conditions?
A CONDITIONE B c
IF REPOSITORY IS §¥ REPOSITORY IS
’ AVAILABLE IN 1998 DELAYED UNDER 5 i
. O
§ > (3
/s [e
v o[efS
Cgde
ACTIVITIES v [~
term
gtl 4 ] 4715 |21 |18
' consolidntion 10 |17 |13 § 4 | 7
. Standardized
| ackagin 15 {16 |11 | 4 { 6
3. Centralized
° transportation
to repository |15 {16 {10 | S | 6 16 10

5. Other (SPECIFY)

F-3
o
—
—
—

5111011
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11, Assuming a repository is available in
1998 and considering your company's
needs and plans, for each of the
folloving features of DOL's MRS
proposal, hov necessary or beneficial
does your company believe the feature
is? (POR EACH PEATURE CHECK ONE COLUMN.)

(19-23)

12. Assuming a repository is availadle in
1998, does your company sxpect to be
able to provide or arrange for each
of the following services, it
Congress does not authorize DOE's
proposal for an MRS? (FOR EACH
SERVICE CHECK ONE COLUMN.)

(24-27)

FEATURES SERVICES
. Long tera 1. Rod
storage 5| 18 29 20 consolidation
. Rd 2. Stardardized
consolidation 7] 29 15 131 packaging of 1 fe fi3 g7 10 3
. Standardized spent fuel
repackaging of 3, Decontamination
spent fuel of transport
by remote 1h casks 11 12 118 1 s 12 i3
technology 14 | 23 15 4, Centralized
. Decontamination transportation 2 3 p3 hO 19 4
of transport
casks 23| 12 16 |1{2
. Centralized
transportation 15 | 22 16 I1]0
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13a.

13b.

14.

Assuming a repository is available in
1998 and considering your company's
needs and plans, does your company
support or oppose DOE's current plans
proposing an MRS throught which all or
most spent fuel will pass en route
from reactors to the repository?
(CHECK ONE.) (28)
1. [9_) Strongly support

2. 15 ] Generally support

3. [11.] Neither support nor oppose

4. [14) Generally oppose

5. [_3) Strongly oppose
1 10

Why does your company support or

oppose DOE's currant plan proposing
an MRS? (29)

Narrative answers

which of the following options for
vaste management of spent fuel
generated by your currently licensed
reactors does your company prefer?
(CHECK ONE.) (30)

1. R4) Repository only
2. [21) MRS and repository

3. {_7) ocher (SPECIFY)

Narrative answers

15.

16.

17s.

17b.

29

In your opinion, how major or minor
(if at all) will long-term storage
problems be for your company's
reactors not currently licensed, but
in some phase of construction?
(CHECK ONE.)

(31)
1. [33] No reactors under

construction

2. [_3] No problems
3. [_g] Mioor problems
4. [_E] Moderate problems
5. [_2] Major problens
6. [ 0] Very major problems
I w 1o
1f your company anticipates any
probleas at reactors under construction,

please describe them below.
(32)

Narrative answers

In general, how confident (if at all)
is your company that DOE will have a
repository available in 19987 (CHECK
ONE.)

(33)
1. (38] Not confident

2. [ 5] A little confident
3. {_1] Somewhat confident
4. [_1] Moderately confident
5. {2) Greatly coufident
6. [ji] No basis to judge
L N 10
In what year does your company expect

the repository to be available?
(SPECIFY YEAR.)

Year Range from 1998 to 2010

(34-37)



18a. Please describe any special aspects of your company's operation which may have
affected your response to this questionnaire. (For example, co-ownership of
reactor, pover grid sharing.) (38)

Narrative answers

18b. Please provide any additional couments you may have regarding DOE's plans for
MRS in the space below. (39)

Narrative answers

Please provide the name and telephone number of the official responsible for
completing this questiocnnaire so that we may contact him/her should ve need
clarification of any responses.

{ Name

Title

Telephone
Number ( )
Area Code

THANK YOU POR YOUR COOPERATION.
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SECTION 7

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

: The chairmen of the House Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs and the Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and Power,
House Committee on Energy and Commerce, asked GAO on March 18,
1985, to review DOE's proposal for MRS to assist the Congress in
evaluating the MRS and the integrated transportation system
associated with it. The request includes seven specific questions
concerning the purpose, benefits, and impacts of MRS, Tennessee's
role in the program, and how well DOE has analyzed the costs of;
scheduling, siting, and transportation impacts of; need for; and
alternatives to a nuclear waste management system including an
MRS. The overall objective of our review is to determine whether
DOE's proposal provides sufficient information for congressional
authorization of the MRS.

The objective in this fact sheet is to provide the requesters
ith factual information on the MRS to assist during deliberations
n whether to approve construction of the MRS. To achieve this

ijective, we agreed with the requesters‘ offices to provide this
information in a briefing document prior to completion of our
bverall assignment. This fact sheet addresses those questions

in the March 18, 1985, letter that involve a compilation of basic
information on the MRS rather than detailed analysis and
evaluation--those concerning the purpose, advantages/
disadvantages, and impacts of the MRS and the role of the state of
Tennessee in the program. We did not attempt to evaluate the
information presented. The remaining questions requiring our
evaluation and analysis will be addressed in our final report.
The information contained in this fact sheet will be used in our
evaluation of the remaining issues raised in the request,

In addition to presenting information on the MRS proposal, we
are including the results of a questionnaire we distributed to the
chidf executive officers of all utilities (74) that either own or
operate nuclear power plants to obtain information that also will
be useful in answering the remaining questions in the request.

The questionnaire was designed to obtain information on-utilities'
plans for expanding spent-fuel storage and their views on the need
for, and benefits of, the MRS proposed by DOE. This information
'is important for our evaluation since utilities' plans and views
bear directly on whether the MRS is either necessary to prevent
some reactors from having to shut down because of insufficient
storage space or beneficial to utilities in that MRS may lessen
the amount of storage capacity that must be added at reactor
sites.

The questionnaire was pretested with four utilities and the
Edison Electric Institute--a national association representing the
utility industry--prior to its distribution. Fifty-four companies
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compleied the questionnaire; 17 companies did not respond because
they are minority owners and either a parent company or the
plant's operating company was submitting a response that was
representative of their views; 2 companies submitted their views
in letters but did not complete the questionnaire; and 1 company
did not reply. The questionnaire, with a compilation of
utilities' responses, is included in this fact sheet.

We obtained most of the information for this fact sheet from
documents provided by the Department of Energy. We reviewed the
December 1985 "Review Copies" of DOE's MRS proposal documents, as
well as various internal DOE memoranda, some draft segments of the
proposal documents, and early contractor studies relating to the
proposal. Because DOE has not yet submitted its final proposal to
the Congress pending resolution of litigation, we were not able to
review the final MRS proposal. We also obtained information from
discussions with officials of DOE's Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management,

In addition, we obtained information from officials of the
Tennessee Safe Growth Cabinet Council, the city of 0Oak Ridge, and
the Clinch River MRS Task Force and the Research, Evaluation,
Analysis and Liaison group--two local groups established to
evaluate DOE's proposal. In addition, we reviewed various
documents and studies prepared by advisors and contractors
assisting the state in evaluating DOE's MRS proposal.

(301697)
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Requests for copies of GAO reports should be sent to:

U.S. General Accounting Office
Post Office Box 6015
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877

Telephone 202-275-6241

The first five copies of each report are free. Additional copies are
$2.00 each.

There is a 26% discount on orders for 100 or more copies mailed to a
single address.

Orders must be prepaid by cash or by check or money order made out to
the Superintendent of Documents.
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