TOWN OF
Seabrook, Netn Hampslhyive
99 LAFAYETTE ROAD £0- 445’/444

PO B0x 456 - 03874.0458
Telephone 474-3311

January 13, 1992

922~01%

Larry Smukler, Chairman
‘inancing Coamittee
+U00 Elm Street, P.O. Box 31701
Manchester, NH 02106-3701
Dear Mr. Smukler:

In Decembr , 1991, . Willard Boyle met with our board to
discuss the proposed decommissioning finance plan for Seabrook
Stacion, Mr. Boyle {8 Seabrook's representative to the

decommissioning committee. We consider Mr., Boyle's status con this
committes to be to renresent the interests of the Town of Seabrook
and to act in a manner that provides for the greatest level of
protection for che community in the nrogress of determining
decommigsioning at Seaprook Station.

Mr. Boyle has prewented this board with the attached
dissenting opinion concerning aspects of decommissicning of
Seabrook Station and how it will be financed. Mr. Boyie has raised
a number of concerns that have drawn the interest of this board.
We believe these issues should be thoroughly addressed and that
bis recommendaticn ~ to have the legislature revisit the intent of
RSA 162~F as amended, the 10 year old law .'at created the
decommissisning fund ~ be adopted,

As the governing body of the Town of Seabrook, it is this
board's responsibility to manage the prudential affaires of the
community. That includes both now and in the future. If even just
gome of Mr. Boyle's conclusions are currect, the Town of Seabrook
will stand to be the greatest loser of the duocommissioning
committee's latest order for funding the decommissioring of
Seabrook Station, It is the Town of Seabrook that will be the

benefactor of a radicactive mausoleum it
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| suff.clent action is not taken now to protect its residents, and
| New Hampshire ratepayers, from c«scalating decommissioning costs
| that are not funded., We atronqu urge you to reconsider your
, position on New Hampshire Yankee's Decommissioning Plan, and to
? consider the adoption of Mr. Boyle's recommendations.
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Thibodeau, airman

Board of Selectmen
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| CC: Governor Judd Gregg

Senator Beverly Hollingworth
- Representative Charles Felch
| Representative Frank Palazzo
Representative Jeffrey Brown
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this paragraph ghall be taken into consideration.”

| S F.22.1 opens the committee's decision making capability even further
| when 1t gtates that the committee may alter the fund up or down at any

! time,“For reasons Including, but net limited to, etc, etc”

€. During the recent hear ings the dollar estimates presented by the TLG
Engineering study were defended, in part, by emphatic statermenis which
suggested that by adding more inengy than recommended to the fund, re-
ducing the colleciion period, or front loading the func, the resditing pay-
ment schedule would be unfair to present customers and favor future

i customers. The RSA doesn't address front 1oading cirectly, however,
references to Tunding and coliection procedures anpezr to favor higher
doliars and front loading of some type. for example: F.19,11 says,"The
monthly payment_shall not be 'ess than .....", F:20,11 mentions,“"Any earn-
ings of the Tund jn.excess of the specitied amount. ", and further, that the
PUC shall determine how to equitably reduce rates to cusiomers,"To com-
pensaie for gvecpayment to the fund." These Inclusicns imply that the
legislature expected Lthere would be excess money in the fund at decom=

| migsioning Terms like “not less than', "in excess of“, and "avarpayment”
| suggest the l¢gislature had some type of frort loading or "cngt plug” cens
| tingency tn mind at the beginning

7. The originai study done using 1887 dollars by TLG Engineéring and

accepted by the commitlee has created a tunnel vision approach to

deccinmigsioning by the committee. In my opinion this has come about

because each method of decommissioning h.s a separate CCst figure, and |
since the DECON method was selected as the desirec methoed, the DECON |
price tag was accepied. The RSA does not require the commitiee to Lie
the fund to the method. We might desire the DECON method, but {f the

i knowledge, information and experience avallable do not logicaliy or
morally tie the two together the comraittee should make its decision and
ruling based on what we know and have experienced, not on what might De
20 years down the rcad.  Such is the case at this ruling. Testimony at the
recent hearings established that the latest best estimate for the opening
of a Feders! high leve! waste repository [spent fuel) has slipred agair,
this tirme to the year 2010 New Hampshire witness Cloutier highlighted
th.. 1ssue when he stated that, "that repository”, due 10 Seabirook's
priority,lapparently low] will not accept the spent fuel until the year
2019 PROBLEM; Seabrook went on 1ine in 1990 and by present design the
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plant has only 12 years of spent fuel storage on-site, which means that by
2902 the cooling pools are full. By 2014 Seabrook s 1008 over design
capacity, and more by 2019 when the Federal Repositery,(wiich does not
exist at this point In ime] 15 supposed to start accepting Qui sLerd fuel
If pgst experience with Federal estimates continue, that 2010 upening is
very suspect. Since full scale decommissioning cannot take place until
all spent fuel is rermaved froma the site, and since Seabrook will have an
abundance of it laying around in pools or casks or whatever----<= $0 Much
for DECON and rap.d dismantiing. As a resident of the town of Seaorook |
most certainly want the “remains” of the plant gone at the eailest gate
possible, but in light of the initial responsibility placed on us Lo ensyce
the safetv.and well being of the public and futyre gereralions, | sincer ely
believe that until we have more reliable and better data to work with,
SAFSTOR ghould be recommended. TLG Engineering estimates that
the new 1991 cost of SAFSTOR fg $41% million and | feel that just by
coincidence this figure fs realistic because If TLG's present DECON
estimate of $323 million ¢hould escalate by another $81 millicn as his
past estirate did then the finai cost figure would be $404 mitlien. The
commiitee would be better served al) around by Tunding for SAFSTOR ana
$413 million, Additiorally, | am conti~ually bothered by the persoral
know ledge that In 10 years on the commiites, not a single time or money
estimato has been accurate, or at best, Qw;ﬂm WAt 18 always. migre

money 18 peeded Lo cover some NEW ANG UNEXPECTED COST.

8. nNew Hampshire Yankee witness, Spitzer, i1 response to my questions at
the recent hearings, stated thet front loading, aroperly agministered,
coule be acc~molished within IRS requiations, and withoul creating a tax
Durden on owners or investors,

~ 9. Ihis committee 15 1n the uniaue position . having the authorily 1o

gstablish whatever funding and pavnent sequence (8 determings will best
do the job. 1L is time for us to £Lop going thrgugh the moticus Dy Simply
falling in line with recommendations made by New Hampshice Yankee €
engingec, "becayse we meet anov 1y anyway and 1L 1L is not right
wacan fix L ned vear ' we pred o start considering all the \nformation
2ve!izple from vyery sourcs and make sorie COUrs Jeous ard thoughtful
gecisions Lo estwr'ish # jund and payment schedule that can survive the
sCrutiny of the mandated annual meeting without constant changes
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petter [pcesent and tutucel by ordering the following:

—leBecommend the SAFSTCR method of decommissioning. [ihe
_awper makes the actual selection at decommissioning!.

2. fundatthe $413 mmillion level through year 2026

3. Cellect funds in equal nominal monthly increments, uaing
=296 annual growth cost factor until the storage costs of
alllevels of waste stabilize or decline.

4. Continue the present 25% contingency calculateg Lo

J1_As a ioal punctuation to my dissent | strongly recommend that the
mmmwmmmmx W:Waa

The REA contahs many amb»gumea and contradicts 18 own basic i tent
of having sufficient funds available in the way it approaches the various
examples of early shut down and ultimate decommigsioning [¥:22,all)
Based on Mr. Laguardia's testimony that decommissioning incurs the great-
est costl immediately after going on line, and for 10 years thereafter, and
that there is little possibility of having enough money in the fund Lo pay
fce decommissioning at early shutdown, millions of dollare would have to
be made up before any Lype of decommissioning could start. The R3A as
presently written stops payments from rate paye:s and directs the
committee, in conjunction with the PUC, to institute @ revised schedule of
funding needs.If the difference between the costs of early decommission-
Ing and the funds available 15 as great as testimony and presented
graphics have led us 10 believe, any revised schedule of customer charges
would most certainly be a turden on those future customers The



commitiee would be deluged, and rightfully so, with complaints asking
why we didn't plan for such a contingency by putting more money into the
fund earlier. This is conjecture on my part at this time, but my intent is |
to emphasize that the legislature deserves the courtesy of béing advised |
that conditiong do exist, and could exist which are nol adequate.y |
addaressed by RSA 162-F as presently written

UWithind 7 ey 4

willard £ _Boyle

cepresenting the Town
of Seabrook
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