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NOTE TO: John Davis
FROM: Bob Browning
SUBJECT:

rRecarding differences

NUCLEAR FUEL ARTICLE

between the 'luclear Fuel article and our Cormission

Paper (both attached), note the following:

1. The Commission Paper auotes the lanquaae of the draft AMFM report

directly, stating
are better suitec

that the Panel "concludes" that other orcanizations
than J0E. We did not write that the report "recormended"

a transfer of functions, which it does not.

o

The Commission Faper also reported the Panel's "recommendations" that

OOE improve the current structure, such as by forming an Advisory
Siting Council and other bodies, which could later be transferred to

the new organization.

(These ideas originated when the Panel was

searchina for ways to afford a snooth transition to a new erganization.)

3. The draft report does identify FEDCORP--the public corporation--as the

Panel's preferred

alternative.

The November 19 article in Inside Energy (alsu attached) has a different

emphasis and is in better agreement with the results of the study and our

Commission Paper.

Enclosures:

Original Sirned by
Rober: £ Crawning

Bob Brownino

1. HNuclear Fuel Article
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3. Inside Energy Article
cc: M, Rell
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ton., Candu natural uranium fuel bundles from the
thhvebunmhﬂyconmndformun;u
‘Uhiuhdlwuhunmmumtyov«nmyms«huh
Mmawmdmcmmlmgnxm

cost of $47 60/kgU and §29.37/kgU respecuvely in the study.
“Our nvolvement in commercializing this concept both
mtmnmdoumchmadnmthmmclmy-rhnb‘mm-
gnally successful,” Sochaski said. AECL Whiteshell and
AECL Candu sales engineers at Montreal have been assessing
thmmmmwmmdfmnmcupm-
mental Genully-1 reactor. Some conceprual design work has
bmdouundcconmmenm'sCommunnu;l‘Eue-
@e Atomique (CEA) to adapt the canister for possible stor-
age of fuel from French reactor EL4 soon to be decommis-
swnd.&ﬂythayurAECanodnsdahmumt
with Nuclear Packaging of Federal Way, Washinton to use
AECL concrete canuster technology for a similar NuPac con-
ner that would hold U.S. LWR fuel (Nucleonics Week, 8
Nov., 12). NuPac expects 1o introduce Its concept by the end
of 1985, and Sochask: said * 18 being acavely pur-
sued with considerable interest from prospective utilities.”
AECL has done some development work on a puot-scale
modeltodﬂammewbahcthcwhlmheum.unow
datund.couldbeuadformnspomnon.Dmpmhave
bemmunm.,bmcompumsmﬁ.mwthnﬂnm-
m;tolAE.AMm;hxauuwmm.ohhe
concrete. Ontanic Hydro, however, has done extensive feas:-
bility studies which nuclear matenal engineer Jose Freire-
CanaotoldtheTomntoeonfmshowthnb-vymn-
foredmmmmmmnmbkouwshwof
polymccomwoulddbwﬂydrolomowmfudbun-
dles to dry storage after five years of water-bay cooling,
tramsport them up to 1,000 mules from the Pickering, Bruce,
anandh.mnmmmd‘upanlummdMydnmun
tof $28.5 /kgU in the year 2000 $19.1/kgU in 2025 (as
. «culated in 1981 Canadian dollars). If Hydro reactor fuel is
retained in water-bay storage (which would have to be con-
siderably expanded), eventually transported in metallic casks
and buned in lead containers, Frewre-Canosa put the costs at
(1981 dollars) at $49 4 and §31.8/kgU in the years 2000 and
2025 respectively. The Hydro study was based on polymer-
impregnated concrete cansters that would hold 288 Candu
fuel bundles in three intenor modules.—Ray Silver, Toronto

PANEL SUGGESTS CURRENT DOE WASTE PROGRAM
BE IMPROVED AND POSSIBLY RESTRI/CTURED

‘ managing radioactive waste manage-
ment facilities (AMFM) has the practical difficul-
mdnhn.mhlm-ummhmhummdd
that an i L :

CURRENT URANIUM PRICING INDICATORS

|. DOE sells aranium in emergency cases only. [ts list price, |
established exclusively for this purpose, is a weighted aver-
age based on identifiable spot-price sales and market-price
contract settiement n the year prior to the reporting date.
2. Nuexco's Exchange Value reflects the company’s judg-
ment of the price at which sales of significant quantities of
yellowcake could be concluded as of the reporting date.
The Transaction Value is a weighted average price derived
from recent sales for which delivery is scheduled within !
one year of the transaction date.
3. Nukem’s price range reflects bids and offers for natural
uranium on the worldwide spot market during the report- |
ing month,
, U.S. GOVERNMENT INDICES

USED AS U308 CONTRACT ESCALATORS!

[

! 'US. 3/b U308

f Source (date) Price Last report (date)

|

| DOE (as of Dec. 19831 3943 37.30 (Qet. 1982)

; Nuexco (Oct. 31, 1984)2

, Exchange value 16.00 17.50 (Sept. 1984) |
[ Transaction value 16.05 16.55

! Nukem (Oct,)3 16.50 18.00 (Sept. 1984) |
! 1685  16.25

l

|

|

Index (date) Value Last report (date)
GNP implicit price
deflator (Oct.)2 2243 222 4(Sept. 1984)

l

|

|

|

Producer price index - ’
industrial commodities (Oct. 1984) 323.2 322.3 (Sept. 1984) i
!

|

|

|

Gross average hourly earnings,
production; nonsupervisory workers

Metal muning (Sept, 1984)
nonferrous metals

13.23 13.10 (Aug. 1984)

(Sept. 1984) 13.40 13.52 (Aug. 1984)
Cherucals and allied products
(QOct. 1984) 11.27 11.19 (Sept. 1984)

I. Except for the GNP figures. data incorporated in this
table are compiled and published by the U.S. Bureau of

| Labor Statistics. The base year for the Producer Price In-
dex is 1967 (assigned a value of 100.00). Current figures |
are subject to later revision by the burary,

| 2. The GNP implicit price deflator s computed on a quarter-
| ly basis by the U.S. Department of Commerce, using 1972
13 the base year (100.00). The current value is th season-
ally adjusted figure for the second quarter of 1984 the

| previous value, that for the first quarter of 1984,

ity in the current structure. The panel, which has been exam-
ining alternatives to the present organuzauon since January,
mm:humommmdauomtomof&mnbondd
Hodel at its final meeting on November 14. The panel's re-
port is expected 10 be released in December.
Dunn;thccoumofinddihunmavctbﬂmll
months, the panel found serious defects in the structure of
the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
(OCRWM) that hamper its abulity to carry out an effective
program. [n light of this, the panel examined a number of
management structures as possible alternatives that would im-
prove the credibility, internal flexibulity, and cost effectiveness
ofthcmAnummendOcm.




‘ae panel appeared to be leaning toward recommending some
form of a public corporation as a preferred alternauve (NF, 8
Oct., 12). There was considerable disagreement, however, on
the details of the federal corporation concept (FEDCORP)
that evolved, as well as on the practicality of recommending
any new organizanon (NF, § Nov, 13). Recognuzing the duffi-
culties of making any legislative changes to the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982,the panel finally adopted the two-
hasizing changes to thy :

The panel agreed on a number of specific suggestions for
improvements to the curtent structure, which it saud should
be examined as necessary elements of any organizatonal
structure selected to run the program. The most important of
Mpomumthefmnonofaamadmryconncuto
provide input to as well as oversight of the site selection pro-
cess. The siing council, which has been a concept included
since the beginmung of the panel's deliberations, would be
composed of a balanced representation of consutuency
mup.mpnmllhowuatdfomnonofawmmnd
oversight commuttee and a scientific review board to
vide wmput to these aspects waste program. A num
of suggestions intended to improve federal/state cooperation
and to mutigate public opposition to the siing of a waste fa-
ahtywmahomcludad.mpmdahomdmzwsuoﬂoe
should engage the services of an oversight contractor, a pn-
vate law firm for regulatory counsel, and a private accounting
firm.

As developed by the panel, FEDCORP would be a public

with seven directors appointed by the President
and confirmed by the Senate. The board would appownt a
chisf executive officer to run the corporation as well as a st
ing advisory council simular to that suggested for the current
waste office. The panel recommended that FEDCORP be a
relatively small corporation with most of its work done by
outside contractors. Some of the advantages of FEDCORP,
the panel said, would be its strong business onentaton, its
greater internal flexibulity, and its relative freedom from polit-
ical influence. The major disadvantage of such a change, it
said, would be problems of transition. However, the panel
also cautioned that many of the advantages could tum out t0
be disadvantages if the program was not managed properly.
mpundemphmmnmhmco{rdmmm-
muuwommmdamv-mcmommMOCRW
m“amovm;m"mdthumychmpnqmnn;leﬂh-
tive action would be difficult. The panel said they also recog-
nndmcﬂormmﬂfomm;htbemmudfm
M.mmumpm«mwm
program and
chnpnaddformhamnou.mpndtmbdmly
bmﬂyonthccumtﬂmm.mchmumofthcmm
gram, concluding that it was “fair, amenable to adrinistra-
tive implementation and cost controls, and sufficiently flexs-
ble to accommodate the full-recovery requirement of the

It was not clear whether DOE would take a position on
the panel's recommendations before submitting the report (0
Coammﬂoddmndcnowmenuonme
panel's conclusions, he noted that “the administration favors
nongovernmental solutions (o problems,” implyng the de-
mtm;htcmmmmcp‘nd‘sMWFED-
CORP. Waste office director Benard Rusche said FEDCORP

was “conceptually” a good idea, adding, however, that “prac-
ucality” is a different question. Rusche emphasized that any
suggestions of change would have to take into consideration
the importance of and complexities of federal/state interac-
tion in implementing the waste program.

Several industry sources were encouraged by the panel's
recogrution of “the practical impossibilities” of a fundamental
change in the program dunng the site selection process. One
source emphasized that the panel’s suggested enhancements
would have the most impact. —Mary Louwse Wagner, Wash-

SWUCO'S WOLF SAYS DOE'S US CONTRACT
ENSURES LONG-TERM MARKET DEMAND

DOE's uulity services (US) contract appears to ensure a
long-term market for DOE-supplied SWVU, at least in the
1990s, said Walt Wolf, president of Swuco [rc. However, the
picture is not as “cheery” for the near term, he added. since
provisions written into the contract will likely curb DOE's
market for actual sales in the late 1980s.

Wolf, talking at the Atomic Industnal Forum's annual
conference \n Washington last week, said “it is clear that the
conversion program has met its objective to protect the future
business of the U S. ennching enterprise.” Those who con-
verted benefit as well, Wolf said, since contract provisions
grant a 30% margin for purchasing non-DOE SWU and af-
ford the protection of a ceiling pnice, which 1s currently
$135/SWU. Moreover, while the quanuties of DOE SWU
available for purchase will be limuted after fiscal year 1986,
the nameplate capacity of all ennchment plants ensures no
shortage of supply unul at least the year 2000 or beyond,
Wolf said.

The negotated conditions of conversion to the US con-
tract, coupled with the termunation of requirements contracts
(which exceed 6.9-million SWU), will limut near-term direct
sales of DOE SWU, Wolf said. DOE has not released the
particulars of the individual US contracts in the five weeks
since the conversion deadline passed. However, Wolf said
there are instances in which: the contract holder will not buy
any SWU from DOE untl 1989 or 1990, and instead buy
100% non-U.S. SWU; a US hoider will make only one pur-
chase from DOE for the duration of the contract, some US
converters will wipe out commutments for SWU delivenies in
this decade due to nuclear plants not yet operatng, some
converters have the opportunity to use up thewr own inven-
tories pror to purchasing any DOE SWU; and some con-
tracts grant complete relief in the near term. “I'm sure that
in a number of these cases, DOE has extracted a qud pro
quo, (but) until the detals of each negotiation are known, we
can only guess,” Wolf said.

Wolf projects an active secondary market for SWU sales,
primanly those of DOE ongn, through FY-86. In subse-
quent years, the quannty of DOE SWU available for pur-
chase will be limited and will come from DOE fixed-commut-
ment contract hc!ders who did not convert, Wolf said. In
1987, excess DOE SWU, primanly in the form of ennched
uranium, will be commutted to converters to the US contract,
he said. At that time, there will be a balance in the supply
and demand for excess DOE SWU commitments, Wolf said.

Bylhcmdofthedmde.mempntyofSMIonthesc
ondary market wili onginate from non-DOE sources, Wolf
said. Because there has been little movement toward relief
from Eurodif contract commutments, he said. these excess
commitments will continue to enter the market, probably at

NuclearFuel - November 26, 1984 - |5
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From: wWilliam J. Dircks
Executive Directer for Operations

Subject: RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S ADVISORY
PANEL ON ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF FINANCING AND MANAGING
RADIOACTIVE WASTE FACILITIES

Purpose: To inform the Commissioners on the Panel's forthcoming
recommendations in preparation for review of DOE's draft
report to Congress

Background: Section 303 of tne Nuclear waste Policy Act requires the
Secretary of Energy to "undertake a study with respect to
alternative approaches to managing the construction and
operation of all civilian radicactive waste facilities,
including the feasibility of establishing a private
corporation for such purpose.” The Act directs the
secretary to "consult" with the Chairman of the Commission
in conducting the study, which was to have been reported to
Congress by January 7, 1984,

[n carrying out these provisions, DOE elected to establish
an Advisory Panel pursuant to the provisions of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act. The background on the
establishment of the Panel and a listing of Panel members
was provided to the Commissioners in SECY-84-118 (March 15,
1984). An update on the Panel's activities as of August
1984 was provided to the Commissioners in SECY-84-338
(August 23, 1984). The Panel held ten meetings between
January and November of 1984, which were attended by NRC
staff observers. The Director of NRC's Office of Nuclear
Material Safety and Safeguards briefed the Panel on the
Commission's regulatory role on February 22, 1984,

Contact:
Neil J. Numark, WMPC
427-4328




The Commissioners

Discussion:

The Panel's tenth and final meeting on November 13 and 14
concluded in a meeting with Secretary Hodel to discuss
their recommendations and forthcoming report. The report,
which will be available in final draft form by December 7,
concludes that several organizational forms are more suited
than DOE for managing the waste program, including an
independent federal agency or commission, a public
corporation, and a private corporation. Among these
alternative organizations, the draft report identifies a
public corporation as the Panel's preferred alternative, as
it best meets criteria the Panel developed for an
acceptable waste management organization. In particular,
the draft report indicates that a public corporation would
be stable, highly mission-oriented, able to maintain
credibility with stakeholders, and more responsive to
regulatory control than a federal executive agency.

As described in the draft report, the corporation,
"FEDCORP," would have a seven-member Board of Directors
appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate,
serving staggered seven-year terms. The President would
designate a Chairman of the Board. The Board would appoint
a Chief Executive Officer to serve at their pleasure as
manager of the corporation and to be an ex officic member
of the Board.

Regarding financing, the draft report concludes that the
fee on nuclear-generated electricity (currently 1 mil per
kilowatt-hour) provided for in NWPA is fair, shows no
evidence of serious flaw to date, and appears to be
adaptable to a change in organizational structure.

The Panel's draft also recommends adoption of several
specific program components which are indeperdent of the
type of organization Congress ultimately chooses to run the
program. These could be instituted by DOE and later
transferred to a new organization. Foremost among these,
the Panel believes an Advisory Siting Council should be
established by DOE, with representatives from all
legitimate stakeholders. The Council would provide
oversight concerning site selection processes, and would
review and comment on siting recommendations made by the
site selection authority. Under the Panel's plan, the NWPA
procedures for State and Tribe participation in siting
decisions would be retained. In addition, the draft report
recommends that an oversight contractor with a systems



The Commissioners

integration function should be hired, that a waste fund
oversight commission and a scientific peer review board
should be established, and that the selected organization
should be exempted from civil service requirements.

In a letter to Secretary Hodel dated July 8, 1983, the
Chairman indicated that the Commission intended to limit
its area of consultation on the AMFM study to the
examination of potential impacts on NRC regulatory
responsibility which may flow from any recommended
alternative management proposal. The Panel has stated that
they do not intend any change in NRC's regulatory role as a
result of their recommendations. The staff has expressed
to the Panel that it would be of value to state the Panel's
intent concerning regulation in the report to avoid any
potential misunderstanding. Although the transfer of
functions to a public corporation (or other organization)
would affect some of NRC's procedures for doing business in
the waste program, the staff does not expect any major
impact on regulatory responsibilities.

The Panel expects to submit its final report to the
Secretary before the start of the 39th Congress. After
developing its own draft report to Congress, DOE is
expected to submit the draft to the Commission for a brief
review and consultation period. Secretary Hodel stated in
a February 16, 1984 letter to Chairman Palladino that the
NWPA consultation requirement cannot be met until the
Chairman is given the opportunity to review and comment on
the Department's draft report to Congress.

In preparation for commenting on the Secretary's draft
report to Congress, the staff has organized a review of the
Panel's final draft report, which will be available by
December 7. I[f the Commission intends to broaden its
scope of involvement beyond impacts on NRC responsibility,
the staff recommends that members of the AMFM Panel be
invited to brief the Commission on their work. In the
interim, the staff will forward the final draft of the
Panel's report to the Commission under separate cover. We
will keep the Commissioners informed of future
developments.

The staff notes that this action involves no new resource
requirements.
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Schedule: The Panel expects to submit its final report to the
Secretary before the beginning of the 99th Congress. It is
expected that D0E's araft report to Congress will be
forwarded to the Commission for review and comment shortly
thereafter.

william J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations
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The notice also contams a status report on ERA's enforcement program. Currently about 450 firms -
mmwhmaumwmmmmzmvhd-mm-n’u
ed in January 1981. ERA is auditing fewer than 150 firms, with most of the cases in the final stages of com-
plamthcmum'iuuhnpu.mwordgdm . N g < ) .

ADVISORS SAY A PUBLIC CORPORATION, NOT DOE, SHOULD MANAGE NUCLEAR WASTE

D.p‘unhckdmm;mmbo&umrymdmmudmfcm
mnndw-mmmnﬂuﬂmmmmmvmwmmmdnfmuychnwdm
mwmhmbn&hqgg.__thmd'suﬂ&m.nﬂhnu&.

But rather than a single flat recommendation, the public-corporation suggestion will appear as a “pre-
fmddwnve"mga“dm&mmmdmmwmnthh
unon“fuzzy"fmuuwwmonpndmbmvhomuhn“mww‘-d“
wiwummﬂyaMMdMVummmbﬂtmmmeﬁ-

m@@mmmw@d-mwummgumh

-

Washington, following two mouths of fip-fopping on the wsue. A1 a September session, the panel voted 1o
mwwsmwmh.wnummmcmmm
concerns about the decision, the group was Jeaning towards providing only a “shopping list” of alwernatives
for Energy Secretary Donald Hodel to choose from (/E/FL, 29 Oet, ). It wasn't urtil “as late as Inst week™
that the group agreed to stick with its onginal pian, Schausten sad. -

. GO ASSINITI S Y TOS
TbclS-mbcAdvmhndonannveumofﬁnunngmdwiwwm""
Facilities stems from section 303 of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, which required DOE to “undertake™ a
mymnudyofwuwmtdmmmmchouwmbmthﬂd ;
state and utlity oficals to conduct the study. : e al & s %. - e i

t fund, the draft says. ° - e ik ]
mmdmw.mmwm;mfwmmm'ﬁmf
mmmmdr-mwmahmmwm%mﬂsw
m:mmmmhmmmwmmmnmw.mrmmwouh.
amenable Lo administrative implementaton and cost controls and sufficiently flexible w accommodate the - -
full recovery requirement of the legislation,” the draft report says. _
“We‘nnm;m;hvdﬁhvmmfewum-dww*m.l"An
we're saying is that the mechanism itself 1s fair and workable.” N U
n another interim step, DOE should establish immediately an advisory panel for the gitng of nuclear

repositones that would include tatives of all parties interested in the issue. The panel would help -
WEmmmfwmusmwb&muMMwMym;i-fa
cories WERES b (el PEERY LE] VI o ld e ESEL) L ITLe
mﬂiwﬂﬁww&imb&1MthMﬁ
wbymmuwwmwmummuwmpdaw-jg
mwhwm~mtamm.—V¢bM

DOE HAS NO NOMINEES YET FOR

—
- e

ANT SECRETARY OF NUCLEAR ENERGY, Energy Secretary
Mﬂddmdhnwd.snnpdngwthmwthmm.‘chonahvuu-'.-fw
that position,” Hodel told Jnside Energy/with Federal Lands "] keep running into people making assamp-
tions that we have candidates.™ = £ PO VA w Ll rovnd Y -

mmmnwmmhsuuwmmmm‘mmmww
Bm«mucmhym.mwapmtddeputymmmmfmm-mmh
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