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(7:06 p.m)
FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Good eveni ng,
everyone. My name is Chip Canmeron, and |I'm the

Speci al Counsel for Public Liaison at the Nuclear
Regul atory Commi ssion. And |1'd like to welconme all of
you to the NRC s public neeting tonight.

This neeting concerns the environnent al
review on the Omha Public Power District's
application to renewthe Iicense at the Fort Cal houn
Nucl ear Station. And it's my pleasure to serve as
your facilitator, and |l -- andinthat role, I'll try
to help all of you have a productive neeting.

And | wanted to go over three itens of
nmeeting process with you before we get into the
subst ance of tonight's discussion. One is objectives
of the neeting. Secondly, I'd like to talk about
format and ground rules. And, third, I'dlike to give
you an overview of the agenda tonight and what to
expect, and also to introduce sone of the NRC staff
t hat are i nmportant components of this |icense renewal
application eval uati on.

In terms of objectives, we have two
objectives tonight. One is to nmake sure that we try
to clearly explain what the NRC s process is for
evaluating this |icense renewal application, and nost

specifically the environmental review process.
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And, secondly, we want to listen to your
comments, your concerns, about issues that shoul d be
addressed in the license renewal eval uation. And,
agai n, nost specifically in the environmental review
on that |icense renewal application.

We are taking witten conments al so, and
you'll hear about how to submt those comments and
when to submt those coments. But we wanted to be
here tonight totalk to all of youin person. And you
may hear information tonight, either fromthe NRC or
per haps from ot her people in the audience that wll
cause you to want to el aborate with witten comrents,
but one thing I do want to enphasize is that the
conments that you provide tonight will be given the
same enphasis, the same wei ght, as any coments t hat
are provided in witing.

Internms of the format for the nmeeting, it
sort of matches our two objectives. The first segnent
of the meeting is to give you background i nformation
on the license renewal process, and we have two
presentations by NRCstaff for you. And after each of
t hose presentations we're going to go out to you for
guesti ons about those presentations, if you have any.

The second segnent of the neeting is to
listen to you, to give you a chance to cone up here
and give us a little bit nore formal comrent on the

i ssues. And you've seen in the notice for this
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neeting that it was call ed a scopi ng neeti ng, and very
sinply scoping is part of the preparation of an
envi ronnental inpact statenent, and it's to help the
agency determ ne what should be the scope of the
envi r onnent al i npact statement, what types of
informati on should be considered, what types of
alternatives should be |ooked at, and that's where
we' re focusing our attention tonight.

In terms of ground rules, they are very

sinple. One, if you have a question for one of the

presenters, just signal me, and I'll bring you this
tal king stick. And pl ease give us your nane and
affiliation, if appropriate. W are taking a

transcript, and Carolyn is our stenographer tonight.

That | eads ne to the second ground rul e,
which is, please only one person speak at a tinme, so
t hat we can not only get a clean transcript, but nore
importantly so that we can give our full attention to
whonmever has the floor at the tine.

Final ground rule, | would just ask youto
try to be concise in your questions. W do want to
try to get -- to hear from everybody who has a
guestion or has a comrent tonight. So even though
these are difficult issues, please try to be conci se.

And in terns of the formal coment
segnent, just as a guideline, I'masking everybody to

try tofollowa five-mnute guideline. Andthisis a
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very fuzzy guideline, sothat if you' re seven m nutes,
what ever, that's fine. But we do want totry to watch
our time a little bit.

Before | introduce the NRC staff, | just
want to thank you on behal f of the NRC for being with
us tonight. The NRC has an inportant decision to
make, and the information that you give us tonight or
inwitten conments is going to help us to make this
deci si on.

And the NRC staff -- | think that you may
have talked to sone of them already tonight. But
after the neeting, talk to themsone nore, nmake sure
you get their phone nunbers, their e-mails. They will
be very receptive to trying to answer questions,
listen to your concerns, between the tinmes that we are
out here doing these public neetings, so you can
mai ntain sonme continuity with the process in that
respect.

And also, we have a lot of expert
scientists who are helping us on this project in
various disciplines. They are with us toni ght and --
tolisten to what you have to say, and please talk to
themif you get a chance.

|'ve asked John Tappert, who is the
section leader -- John is right here. He's the
section | eader of the environnental revi ewsection at

the NRC in our Ofice of Nuclear Reactor Regul ation.
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That's the focal point of |icense renewal at the NRC

And John and his staff -- they do the
envi ronnent al reviews for any license renewal
application that has come in. And as you may know,
we've had several, and we anticipate several nore
applications for license renewal from plants around
t he country.

John has been with the agency 11 years.
He has been a resident inspector for the NRC at
nucl ear power plants, and he has a naster's degree in
envi ronnent al engineering from Johns Hopki ns
Uni versity.

After John gives us a brief wel cone, we're
going to go over to WlliamBurton. And WIIiamgoes
by Butch nost of the time and -- or all of the tine,
and Butch is going to tal k about the |icense renewal
process overview, tell you how that works, and we're
at the beginning of that process right now.

Butch is the project manager for the
safety eval uati on on the Fort Cal houn |i cense renewal
application. And he's beenwith the NRCfor 18 years.
He has a bachel or' s degree i n nucl ear engi neering. He
was al so the project nanager on the safety eval uati on
for the Plant Hatch | i cense renewal. That facilityis
down in Georgia. And he al so has worked for conpani es
t hat operate nucl ear power plants.

W' ll go to you for questions, then.
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We're then going to go to Tom Kenyon, who is right
over here, and Tom is going to talk about the
envi ronnent al reviewprocess specifically. Tomisthe
proj ect manager on the environnmental reviewside, al so
in the Ofice of Nuclear Reactor Regul ation.

He's been with the NRC for 22 years. He
was t he project manager for the original |icensing of
the Watts Bar reactor in the Tennessee Valley
Authority. He has al so been the project manager for
several operatingreactors, and he has a bachelor's in
nucl ear engineering fromthe University of M chigan.

And with that, |'mgoi ng to have John cone
up, give you a few words of welconme, and then we'l
proceed with the program

MR TAPPERT: Thank you, Chip.

Wl come. As Chip said, my nanme is John
Tappert. |1'm Chief of the Environnental Section in
the Ofice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation. 1, too,
want to wel come youto this neeting, and t hank you for
participating in our process.

As Chip nmentioned, there are several
things we'd | ike to cover in today's neeting. First,
we'd like to provide a brief overview of the entire
i cense renewal process. This includes both a safety
review, as well as the environnmental review, whichis
t he principal focus of today's neeting.

Second, we'll give you sone additional




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

9

i nformati on about our environnental review, whichwl|
assess the environnental inpacts associated wth
extendi ng the operating |icense for the Fort Cal houn
Station for an additional 20 years. W'Ill give the
informati on on our schedule and also how you can
submt witten coments on the scope of our
envi ronnental inpact statenment.

At the conclusion of the staff's
presentation, we'll be happy to receive any questions
or comments that you may have on the scope of our
envi ronmental inpact statenent. But first let ne
provi de sone context for the |license renewal process.

The Atom c Energy Act gives the NRC the
authority to issue operating licenses to comercia
and nucl ear power plants for a period of 40 years.
For Fort Cal houn Station, that operating |icense wll
expire in 2013.

Qur regqgul ati ons al so nake provisions for
extending this operating |icense an additional 20
years as part of a |license renewal program and OPPD
has requested |license renewal for the Fort Cal houn
St ation.

As part of the NRC s review of that
application, we will conduct an envi ronnental review.
And one of the principal focuses of tonight's nmeeting
is to receive your input before we prepare our

envi ronnent al inpact statenment.
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And with that, 1'd like to ask Butch
Burton to provide a brief overview of the safety
portion of the review.

MR. BURTON. Thanks, John.

Good evening, everyone. As  John
nmentioned, nmy name is Butch Burton. |'mthe project
manager for the safety review of the application for
license renewal for Fort Cal houn. The NRC s |icense
renewal process essentially runs in tw parallel
pat hs.

There is a safety reviewthat is focused
on the review and inspection of aging managenent
prograns for passive, |long-1lived systens, structures,
and conponents. The reason that the Conmi ssion felt
t hat these prograns should be the focus of |icense
renewal is because ongoing regulatory processes
al ready ensure that the current l|icensing basis is
mai ntai ned, and that the things |ike energency
planning and security plans are acceptably
i mpl enment ed.

Ther e are conponent s and systens t hat need
to be constantly attended to. However, those
mai nt enance processes do not explicitly look at the
plant's design capability to cope with long-term
degradati on of equi pnent due to agi ng effects. Sothe
license renewal application focuses on those

i nspection prograns and mai nt enance practices that are
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used to maintain the margins of safety in the plant
saf ety equi pnent.

The second review path involves the
envi ronnental review, which Tom Kenyon will discuss
shortly. | also want to nmention that there is an
i ndependent review by the Advisory Conmittee on
Reactor Safeguards, the ACRS, which reviews the
renewal application and the staff safety eval uation.

The committee reports their findings and
recommendations directly to the Conm ssion.

Next sl i de.

Thisfigureillustratestheentirelicense
renewal process. The upper path describes the safety
review, and the lower path shows the environnental
revi ew. As you can see, the staff safety review
results in a safety evaluation report.

As | mentioned earlier, the ACRS revi ews
this report, as well as the application, in order to
devel op its i ndependent findings on the review. The
ACRS hol ds public neetings, which are transcri bed.
Oral and witten statenents can be provi ded duringthe
ACRS neetings in accordance with the instructions
described in the notice of their neeting in the
Federal Register.

In parallel with the safety review, the
staff perfornsits reviewof the environnmental inpacts

of continued operation. As Tom Kenyon wi |l discuss
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later, the staff will issue an environmental i npact
statement on the facility after it conpletes its
revi ew.

The NRC s |icensing process al so i ncl udes
a formal process for public involvenent through
heari ngs conducted by a panel of adm nistrative |aw
judges who are called the Atom c Safety and Li censi ng
Board, the ASLB. That process requires a petitionto
be submitted to hold hearings on particular issues
whi ch woul d be I'itigated by the Board. However, there
were no petitions to intervene on the Fort Cal houn
pr oceedi ngs.

At the end of the process, a final safety
evaluation report, a final environnental inpact
statenent, theresults of the staff's inspections, and
the ACRS recomendation will be submtted to the
Conmi ssion with a staff reconmendati on

Each conmm ssioner wll vote on the
proposed action, and their decision will be formally
sent to the NRC staff for whatever action they

conclude is appropriate for the renewal application.

The individual conm ssioner votes and their
instructions to the NRC staff wll be publicly
avai | abl e.

Throughout this process, i nt erested

menber s of the public who are concerned about nucl ear

safety issues can raise those issues during various
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public neetings that the NRCw Il hold to discuss the
Fort Cal houn application. Meetings on particular
technical issues are wusually held at the NRC
headquarters in Rockville, Maryl and.

However, sone technical neetings and
neetings to summarize the results of the NRC s
i nspection findings will be held near the plant in a
pl ace that is accessible to the public.

In addition, the staff holds four public
nmeetings on the environnental inpact -- environnental
aspects of the review, two on the scope of the review
and two on the results of the review, during which the
public can also provide comments. This is a brief
overvi ew of the process.

The NRC staff menbers that are here
tonight will be available after the neeting to answer
any questions about the process that you may have. |f
there are any questions on the process, |'d be happy
to take themat this point.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Do we have any
guestions for Butch on the overvi ew?

MR. BURTON: Okay. Should you decide to
have questions later on, you can always contact ne,
and ' mgoing to give you ny offi ce phone nunber. You
can reach me -- again, the nane is Butch Burton. It's
area code (301) 415-2853. And ny e-nmil address is

wib, F as in Frank, wfb@rc. gov.
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Now, |I'mthe |ead project manager. You
can al so, if I'"mnot avail able, you can get hold of ny
backup. Hs nane is S.K Mtra, and he's sitting
towards the back. S.K., if you'd give your phone
nunber and e-nmil address.

MR MTRA: Yes. M nane is S K Mtra.
| amthe backup project manager for the Fort Cal houn
application. If you'd like to contact me, | will be
avail abl e at (301) 415-2783, and nmy e-nail address is
skml@rc. gov. Thank you.

MR. BURTON: All right. And | do want to
enphasi ze again that we do wel cone your conments and
questions. And if there are no questions, |I'll turn
it over to Tom Kenyon.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Ckay. Let's go to
Tom for the environnental review process. Tonf

MR. KENYON: As has been said, ny nane is
Tom Kenyon, and |'m going to be the environnental
proj ect manager for this relicensing project.

" mgoing to spend the next 15 m nutes or
so tal ki ng about the environnmental reviewprocess that
we're going to go through, and explaining to you how
you can participate in the process.

The Nati onal Environnmental Policy Act was
enacted in 1969. It's what we call NEPA. And it
requi res federal agencies to use a systematic approach

to consider the environmental inpacts of certain
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deci si onmaki ng proceedings. It's a disclosure tool
t hat involves the public. And as such, what we wl |
do as part of this review process is gather
information, which is why we're here today. W'l
eval uate what information we get, docunent that, and
then invite public participation to evaluate it.

The NEPA process results in a docunent
known as the Environnmental |npact Statenent, whichis
a docunent that describes the results of our revi ew of
t he envi ronnment al i npact of maj or federal actions that
have t he potential tosignificantly affect the quality
of the human environnent. And, of course, license
renewal is considered just such a major federal
action.

So one of the other things that we al so
consi der besides the environnmental inpact of renewal
is what we call alternatives to the proposal, such as
the no action alternative, in which we wouldn't renew
the license. W would also take a | ook at what the
envi ronnental inpacts would be if we did not renewthe
i cense and t he appl i cant deci ded to repl ace t he power
generated by the nuclear plant with some other non-
nucl ear source, such as a gas-fired plant.

Now, at this point, we're in the process
of trying to gather infornmation, and we're in the
scopi ng process. The NRCis having this neeting today

to solicit whatever coments that you m ght have t hat
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you think may have a bearing on our environnental
revi ew.

Now, the objective of our reviewis for
the staff to determ ne whether or not the adverse
environnental inpacts of |icense renewal for Fort
Cal houn are so great that preserving the option of
license renewal for energy planning decisionmakers
woul d be unreasonabl e.

Now that's what it says in the
regul ations. And to paraphrase it, what we're sinply
trying to do is determ ne whether or not continued
operation of the plant for another 20 years is
acceptabl e from an environnental standpoint.

| want to enphasize at this point that if
we were to decide in the end that the plant -- the
envi ronnental inpacts were acceptable for continued
operation, it is not the NRC that makes the ultimte
decision as to whether or not the plant operates.
That decision is nmade by OPPD, in conjunction wth
i nput frompublic state officials.

This slide gives a little nore detail of
t he previ ous di agramt hat Butch showed you concer ni ng
t he environnental revi ewprocess. An application was
subm tted in January of this year, and our notice of
intent to devel op an environmental inpact statenent
and performthis scoping process was issued back in

May .
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Currently, we're in the scoping process,
which is a 60-day period where we solicit coments,
and the scoping period will end on July 10th. So we
must get all of your comments -- in order for your
conments to be considered, we nust get them by
July 10th, or they nust be postmarked by July 10th.

Now, after we get -- conplete our
i nformati on-gathering, we'll develop a draft of our
environnental inpact statenent, which we intend to
i ssue in January of 2003. Now, as Butch nentioned,
there will be a second comment period. It's a 75-day
comment period after we issue the docunment, in which
the -- you will have the opportunity to review the
docunent and to provide any additional comrents that
you m ght have on the results of our review

After we get your conments, then we will
determ ne whether or not we need to nodify the
envi ronnental inpact statenent, and we plan to issue
t he final environnmental inpact statement no |l ater than
August of 2003.

Now, during our information-gathering, we
try to get input froma nunber of different sources.
O course, as you woul d expect, we're taking al ook at
the application that was submtted by OPPD and the
environnental report. \Wile we're here this week,
we'll be talking with the applicant to clarify some

speci fic questions that we have on the report.
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W're going to be talking to federal
state, and |l ocal authorities to get input. W' re al so
going to be tal king to sonme | ocal community nmenbers as
well. And, of course, we're here today to solicit any
comments that you m ght have concerning this review

Qur teamfocuses on a nunber of different
envi ronnental i ssues. We consider how the plant
interacts with the air, with the Mssouri River, and
ot her water sources. W'll also take a |ook at
hydrol ogy issues and how it interacts under the
gr ound.

We consider such seemngly unrelated
i ssues such as soci oeconom cs, where we take a l ook to
see how the continued operation of the plant or the
shut down of the plant woul d affect the | ocal econony.
W will also take a | ook at a specific issue called
environnental justice where we try to determ ne
whet her or not continued operation or shutting down
the plant would have a disproportionate effect on
mnority or |ow income groups.

To prepare for the review, we have
assenbl ed a teamof NRC staff which have backgrounds
in the scientific disciplines required to do these
reviews. W have al so engaged t he assi stance of four
-- representatives from four national |aboratories
headed up by the Law ence Livernore National Lab, to

make sure that we have a wel | -rounded know edge base
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inorder todothereviews. Inall, we have assenbl ed
a teamof about 20 people, all of whomare here today
to hear what you have to say.

Now, this slide summarizes sonme key dat es
that we've already tal ked about. | want to focus on
the fact that we are still in the scoping and conment
period, started on May 10th, and, of course, it wll
end on July 10th, as | nentioned earlier.

W alsointend to i ssue the draft and the
final environnmental inpact statements in January and
August of next year. And if you want to have a copy
of these docunents sent to you, please be sure and
gi ve your name and nai |l i ng address to one of the young
| adies in the back at the regi stration desk, and we' ||
be sure and send you a copy.

Now, | amthe agency point of contact for
t he environnmental review. This al so gives you ny name
and phone nunber in case you have any questions that
you m ght have after this neeting.

And as we nentioned before, | am the
envi ronnental project manager. Butch takes a | ook at
t he agi ng managenent issues.

And al though |I'm providing you with ny
phone nunber, | need to get your comrents in some form
-- witten format, so | can docunment your comrents.
The coment s t hat you gi ve today, of course, are being

transcribed, and so we're going to be using the
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transcription as the formal witten comrents --
docunent ation of your comments for today.

We have made arrangenments wth | ocal
libraries to have certain docunents made avail able to
you in paper format. The W Dale Cark Library here
in Omha and the Blair Public Library up near the
plant currently have copies of the environnental
report and application from OPPD

Now, when we i ssue the draft and the fi nal
environnmental inpact statenents, we wll also send
t hem paper copies, so they will be nade available to
you i f you want to take a | ook at themat the |ibrary.
Docunents that -- any public docunents, publicly
avai | abl e docunents, can al so be downl oaded fromNRC s
website, which is found at this address. Go to the
address and foll owthe directions to get access to our
docunment managenment system

You can provide your witten comrents to
us after this neeting either by mail, in person, or by
e-mai | at these addresses. As | said earlier, if you
subm t your commrents by mail, they nust be postnarked
by July 10th in order to nake sure that they are
consi der ed.

You have the option of delivering your
comments to us inwiting at our Rockville offices in
Rockvill e, Maryl and, al though | don't expect too many

people to take advantage of that. And you can al so
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send your comrents to us by e-mail at this special
address that we set up

And | just want to enphasize that shoul d
you use this address, be sure and use the two
underlines that are shown, or your coments won't
reach us. And with that, that conpletes our forma
presentations, and |'mgoing to turn the podi um back
over to Chinp.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Ckay. Tom just a
question fromne in terns of information availability
t hat people m ght be interested in. The request for
addi tional information, the answers to those, perhaps
the m nutes fromthe technical neetings on the safety
side that are held in Washington, is it correct that
if people want to go to that | evel of detail they can
go into the NRC website into what you' ve called the
docunment managenent systemand t hey can take a | ook at
t hose docunents?

MR.  KENYON: That's correct. Those
docunents will be publicly avail able.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Ckay. Good.

MR. KENYON:. We don't usually -- we don't
intend to send themto the libraries.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON:  All right. But they
will be publicly available if people want to get that
i nf ormati on.

MR. KENYON: That's correct.
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FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Al l right. Anybody

el se? Questions on the environnental review process
t hat Tom tal ked about ?

OCkay. Thank you, Tom

Let's go to the peopl e who want to gi ve us
sone nore formal statements. And what |'d |ike to do
is to start out with Toby Churchill, who is the
Executive Director of the Sarpy County Economc
Devel oprment Cor por ati on.

Toby, do you want to -- it's up to you.
I f you want to speak fromthere, that's fine. But you
can al so cone up to the podium Al right.

MR. CHURCHI LL: My nane i s Toby Churchill.
|'m the Executive Director of the Sarpy County
Econom ¢ Devel opnent Cor porati on.

We are a nonprofit econom c devel opnent
cor por ati on. W are a public-private partnership
bet ween Sarpy County, the five cities |located within
Sarpy County, and a numnber of private nmenbers which
do, in fact, include Oraha Public Power District.

Actual Iy, Onmaha Public Power District has
been not only a nonetary nmenber of ours, but al so has
been a bi g vol unteer nmenber of our organization from
that. In that, Roger Christianson, the Director of
Econom c Devel opnent, serves on our Executive Board
and our Board of Directors. And many of the economnic

devel opnent staff and ot her staff of OPPD are i nvol ved
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i n many of our activities, especially w th recruitnent
of industry.

Qur mssion is the creation of jobs and
t he creati on of new net investnment into Sarpy County.
| think as sonme of you know, we're the third fastest
growi ng county in the State of Nebraska. The |ast
five years we have averaged over 1,000 new single-
fam |y housing units that have been built in Sarpy
County.

| think it's safe to say in the Omha
nmetropolitan area that we are the | argest provider of
i ndustri al and business sites in the Omha
netropolitan area. W currently have on inventory
over 30 business, industrial, commercial, and office
parks for |ocation.

One of the things that we are seeing with
regard to our devel opnent is a nunber of very |arge
projects that arelocatingin Sarpy County. |'Il give
you a coupl e of exanples. The Caterpillar C aus that
goes by Claus Omaha right now | ocated w thin Sarpy
County within the |ast year. Shopco' s Warehouse
Distribution Center |ocated in Sarpy County about a
year ago. And Nebraska Machinery rel ocated fromthe
downt own area of Oraha into Sarpy County. So those
are three of our major projects that | ocated in Sarpy
County within the | ast year.

One of the things that we are seeing from
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our prospects is that they are | ooking for reliable
el ectrical power. A lot of those conpanies are
| ooki ng for redundant feeds. They're | ooking for
feeds comng fromtwo di fferent substations, because
they want reliability, especially in the days of very
hi gh techni cal conputer operations.

One of the things | think that ties to
that is also the ability to provide a nunber of
different sources to create that electrical power.
Whet her that be wi nd, nuclear, coal, oil, I thinkit's
very, very inportant that we mai ntain and are | ooki ng
at a wide variety of ways to generate electrical
power .

W're going to continue to grow
Certainly, growmh is very inportant to our state. |
guess nost of you knowour | egislatureis beingcalled
back because our economc projections are about
120 million (dollars) | ower than what they shoul d be.

And as aresult of that, they are goingto
have to be cutting a nunber of major projects. That's
why econom ¢ growt h and t he val ue of projects is very
i mportant to continue to grow our assessed val uation
in the conmunity. So we are certainly very nuch in
support of having a variety of sources avail able, and
reliabl e sources avail abl e, for power for not only our
residents but our new industries and busi nesses t hat

| ocate within Sarpy County.
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So | appreciate the opportunity to speak
on record.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Great. Thank you,
M. Churchill.

To give you all an idea of the rationale
and the vision behind the Power District's license
renewal application, 1'd like to ask Gary Gates to
come up. He's the Vice President of Nuclear
Operations for the Power District. And after that,
Joe CGasper is going to give us sone nore detail about
the environnmental parts of the |I|icense renewal
appl i cati on.

Gary?

MR. GATES: Thank you. | appreciate the
opportunity to address the group here, as well as
express thanks, again, for the NRCto cone in and hold
this public hearing for us.

My name is Gary Gates. l"m the Vice
Presi dent at Oraha Public Power District, in charge of
nucl ear operations. |'malso a resident of the area.
|'ve been working with OPPD for al nost 30 years now.
| have very deep ties with the peoplein the conmunity
and the people who work at the plant, and to the
phi | osophy of service of OPPD

"1l provide information about Fort
Cal houn and about the steps we have taken in

preparation of this environnmental report i n support of
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the license renewal process. Here to assist ne today
is Dr. Joe Gasper. Joeis thelicense renewal project
manager. He al so holds a Ph.D. in nucl ear engi neering
fromlowa State.

| ' mgoi ng to provi de sone basi ¢ backgr ound
about Fort Cal houn Station, sone of OPPD s phil osophy
on operating that station, thelicense renewal and our
application, and then Joe will cover the details of
our environnmental submttal.

Fort Calhoun is a single unit station
| ocat ed between Bl air and Fort Cal houn, Nebraska. It
has a generation capacity of approximtely 500
nmegawatts. Operating as it does at 500 negawatts, it
typically provides about 30 percent of the power that
t he custonmers in our 13-county area need. It has been
operating since 1973 in a safe manner.

The safe operation of Fort Calhoun is
first and forenpst in our mnds. Over the years, we
have denonstrated the high level of safety and
reliability of the station, which is not surprising
consi dering the caliber of the people we have worki ng
t here and supporting the station.

I naddi tion, our homes and fam lies arein
this area. W contribute to the community with our
vol unt eer work and our social |eadership. It's also
not surprising when you consi der the fact that we are

owned by the people of the comunity who buy power
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from us.

As you mght know, Nebraska is unique
among the 50 states. W have a total public power
picture in Nebraska. Whether it's a public power
di strict like OPPD  or a muni ci pal | y- owned
organi zation, they're all publicly owned.

Nebr askans take a great deal of pride in
t hi s uni queness and al soin the fact that they own the
organi zati ons that provi de their power. Qur custoners
elect a Board of Directors. At the earlier neeting
t oday, Anne McQuire, who is Chairman of our Nuclear
Oversight Conmmttee, attended and will report back to
t he Board i ndependently on the proceedi ngs that she
observed.

W enj oy great support fromour Board, as
well as the other senior nmanagenent group at Fort
Cal houn -- or at OPPD. |If our custoners, who are not
our owners, feel we are not operating Fort Cal houn
safely, they have many avenues with which to register
t hose concerns.

We al so know that to successfully operate
a nucl ear power plant you nust do so economically.
Fort Calhoun Station is an econom cal source of
electricity for our custoners, and its cost
ef fectiveness continues to inprove.

We recently conpl eted the nost efficient

refueling outage in the history of the plant. It's a
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tribute tothe workers at the plant, the skilled | abor
that is available in the Omha area, and all the
support for Fort Cal houn in the community. Looking
ahead, we see a continuing inprovenent in the area of
cost effectiveness.

As we go forward with the |icense renewal
for Fort Cal houn, our comm tnent remains continuous
and the same. W have submitted our |icense renewal
application in January, it was reported. W continue
to update the plant to keep it current in its
equi pnent needs. And we | ook forward to the |icense
renewal process.

To provide nore details on the
environmental report, 1'd like to call on Dr. Joe
Gasper to cover those details.

DR. GASPER: Thanks, Gary. As Gary said,
"' m Joe Gasper. I'"'m the Project Manager for the
Li cense Renewal Project at Fort Cal houn, have been
working on it since its inception about three and a
hal f, four years ago.

| started at OPPDin 1974, and, therefore,
|'"'m nearing conpletion of nmy 28th year at Fort
Cal houn. During the next several mnutes, ['dliketo
provi de you wi t h some background i nformation rel ati ve
to the OPPD environment al managenent and our approach
tothe license renewal environnental review, and then

briefly sunmarize the results of that reviewthat is
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docunented in our environnmental report.

OPPD maintains a strong commtnent to
envi ronnental managenent. OPPD s operations are
gui ded by our environmental protection policy that
ensures all activities that OPPD undertakes are
conducted in an environnmental | y responsi bl e way, and
that protects the interests of our enployees, our
custoners, and the communities we serve.

It ensures that OPPD nmintains its
facilities and conducts its operations in conpliance
wi t h appl i cabl e governnent | aws and regul ations. It's
our policy to go beyond the m nimum requirenents of
t hese rul es and to i npl ement both pol | uti on prevention
and natural resource stewardship. Pol [ uti on
prevention progranms enphasize the reduction, reuse,
and recycling in the managenment of the materials and
products that are wused in the production of
electricity.

Qur natural resource stewardship policies
ensure the protection of sensitive natural systens and
conservation of natural resources. |1'dlike to share
a couple of exanples of this with you. OPPD was
recently awarded the Distinguished Environnental
Leader shi p Award by t he Nebraska I ndustrial Council on
t he Environnent and was naned a Treeline USA utility
by the National Arbor Day Foundati on.

OPPD s Forestry Departnent conducts a
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program that has resulted in the planting of
approxi mtely 100,000 trees and shrubs w thin our
servi ce area.

And, finally, at the Fort Cal houn site,
our enployees have established a nunber of
envi ronnent al areas, includingaprairiegrass habitat
area, and established a nunber of nesting boxes for
bl uebi rds, wood ducks, and other aninmals that share
the site with us.

In keepi ng with t he spirit of
envi ronnental policy, we took a thorough approach to
the license renewal environmental review. e
established a review team that includes consultants
that work closely with us in the environnental staff
-- with our environnental staff and our engineering
staff at both our plant and the corporate
envi ronnent al group

Menmbers of this team are recognized
| eaders in the i ndustry and have ext ensi ve experience
at Fort Cal houn Station. Many of the team nenbers
also participated in the environnmental studies and
noni torings associated with the initial operation of
t he plant.

In order to ensure that all relevant
issues were identified and addressed, the team
conducted an extensive review to gain a thorough

understandi ng of the operational and environnenta
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changes over the |ast 30 years of operation of Fort
Cal houn.

Thi s i ncl uded a review  of t he
envi ronnent al basel i ne establishing both the initial
i censing and operation requirenents, a |look at the
plant's history, and the NRC generic environnental
i mpact statenent study that was used as the basis for
the licensing of all -- or the renewal of al
licenses, and current information from external
sour ces.

We per forned a consi der abl e amount of work
characterizingthe environnmental conditions in support
of the initial licensing and plant operation. Pre-
oper ati onal and post-operational studies were
conducted inthe late'60s, continuingthroughthemd
1980s.

The work on the M ssouri River represents
t he nost conprehensi ve characterization of the mddle
reaches of the Mssouri River that is currently
avai |l abl e, and OPPD continues to nonitor key areas
associated with the river.

As part of the review and assessnent of
t he current conditions, the OPPD Environnental Review
Team conducted site wal kdowns, reviewed nonitoring
reports, current publications, studies, andinterfaced
wi th a nunber of state and federal agencies, including

the U.S. Fish and Wldlife Service, the U S. Corps of
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Engi neers, the Nebraska Departnents of Environnental
Quality, Natural Resources, Ganes and Parks, Health,
and Economi c Devel opnent.

G ven we are | ocated on the | owa border,
we al sointerfaced with the | owa Department of Nat ural
Resources and the |owa Departnent of Health.

As Tom Kenyon descri bed, NRC prepared an
environnental inpact statenment that identified and
eval uat ed many of the environnmental issues that may be
associ ated with t he operati on of nucl ear pl ants beyond
their existing license period. NRC was able to
generically resolve many of these issues, and ot hers
have to be addressed on a site-specific basis.

The revi ewt eamr evi ewed t he envi ronnent al
i npact statenent and its findings and confirned that
there is no newinformation of significance that woul d
alter the NRC s generic conclusions relative to Fort
Cal houn Stati on.

The site-specific assessnents conduct ed by
t he revi ewt eamaddr essed 12 envi ronnment al i ssues t hat
| have grouped into five general categories -- water,
plants and aninmals, air, |land use, and peopl e.

In the area of water, OPPD | ooked at the
water quality, the water flow associated with the
i nt ake and di scharge, and the aquatic ecology. Qur
review of historical data, current conditions, and

operations indicated that the continued operation
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beyond 2013 will not adversely inpact the M ssouri
River flow, water quality, or aquatic ecol ogy.

I nthe area of plants and ani mal s, revi ews
of internal docunentation and observations indicated
that there are no t hreat ened or endanger ed speci es at
the site or on our associated transm ssion rights of
way. Interfaces and consultations with the U S. Fish
and Wldlife Service, and both the Nebraska and | owa
Departnents of Natural Resources, supported these
findi ngs.

The NRC will be entering into fornal
consul tations with these agenci es under t he Endanger ed
Speci es Act during the devel opment of the suppl enent al
envi ronnent al inpact statenent.

Rel ative to air quality, nuclear power
represents about 30 percent of the generationutilized
by our custoners. This makes a significant
contribution in maintaining the air quality of the
area, and there are no planned changes in the
operation that will alter the air quality in any way.

Rel ative to land use, the |and used at
OPPD at the Fort Cal houn site prior to construction
was agricul tural, and the bal ance of the property not
supporting generation has been maintained in
agricultural uses through | eases with [ ocal farners.

W also interfaced wth the state

hi storical preservation office and confirmed that the
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conti nued operati on woul d not i npact any hi storical or
ar chaeol ogi cal resources.

Finally, in the area of people, OPPD is
commtted to protecting the health and safety of its
enpl oyees and the people who live in the communities
around the plant. In addition to being a safely
operated facility, Fort Calhoun's operations is
benefitting the community in the forms of jobs,
paynments in lieu of taxes, and comunity service.
Cont i nued operati on woul d support the continuati on of
t hese benefits.

Inclosing, 1'd like to thank the NRC for
t he opportunity of providing these coments, and |I'1|
turn it back over to Chip.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you,
Joe, for that overview

Qur next two speakers are going to be Carl
Rennerfeldt, who is fromthe Blair Fire Departnent,
and then Frances Mendenhall fromthe Geen Party.

MR. RENNERFELDT: Good evening. M nane
is Carl Rennerfeldt, and | amrepresenting the Blair
Fire Departnment and the Rescue Squad. | have over 25
years of experience with fire and rescue service in
Washi ngt on County.

W are the primary response facility to
the Fort Calhoun Station, and have been since

construction and will continue to be the primary
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response organi zation for any type of activities that
require fire response or rescue.

We have a great working relationship wth
Fort Cal houn Station. And because of their phil osophy
of providing continuing education to the response
organi zati ons, we have advanced frombasic first aid
in the 1960s and early 1970s to having people now
provi di ng advanced life support with being able to
start IVs and also treat trauma patients and cardi ac
pati ents, which may occur at either Fort Cal houn
Station or anywhere else in our responding area.

Another thing is -- that we found i s OPPD
and Fort Calhoun Station have always been good
nei ghbors for Blair, Nebraska, in Washi ngton County.
The Blair Rescue Squad feels that the continued
relationship with this organi zation i s paranount as
part of our conmunity service to Washi ngton County.

Fort Cal houn's nanagenment has always
encour aged t heir personnel to beinvol vedin conmunity
servi ce and projects, and al so be involved in groups
such as fire departnments and rescue squads. Over the
past 25 years, Fort Cal houn enpl oyees have vol unt eer ed
as firefighters and EMIs in Blair, Nebraska; Fort
Cal houn, Nebraska; Kennard, Nebraska; Arlington;
Tekamah; and Her man

Now, we al so have not just been invol ved

in the organi zations as far as being volunteers and
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firefighters and rescue squads. W have two
i ndi vidual s that have served as fire chiefs. W have
assistant fire chiefs, as well as rescue and fire
captains on all of these organizations.

The work by these individuals has also
hel ped shape t he Nebraska State Fire Service, whichis
our governing body for providing our regulation and
guidelines on how we respond to activities in the
state. And we have done that by havi ng people serve
on the national -- on our state board as well as al so
t eachi ng cl asses at Nebraska State Fire School

| guess we'd have to say, really and
truly, the Fort Cal houn Station has been a driving
force in Washington County for individuals that are
involved inthe fire and the rescue services. Andits
personnel is the best in the nuclear industry, and we
feel that a license renewal would really inpact our
conmunities in a very positive sort.

Now, that's one side of the situation.
The other situationis |I've been an enpl oyee of Omha
Public Power District for 32 years. | have the ol dest
active license on the Fort Calhoun Station. And
because of Fort Calhoun and Omaha Public Power
District, |1've been able to be involved in the rescue
services and the fire services and continue a
tradition started by ny famly over 50 years ago.

|"m going to retire soon. | know you
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don't like to hear that. But 1'd love to see Fort
Cal houn continue to operate for an additional 20
years. And with input fromthe people that we have
here, and with the people that are at Fort Cal houn
Station, | see that as a very viabl e option for power
production in Nebraska.

Thank you.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you
very much, Carl.

Let's go next to Frances Mendenhal | .

DR, IMENDENHALL: Good eveni ng. I
appreci ate the opportunity to address this group. 1'd
just like to introduce nyself a little bit further.

My nane is Frances Mendenhall. I"m a
denti st by day, and a foundi ng nenber of the Nebraska
Green Party, and a candidate for the Board of the
Oraha Public Power District.

| agree with what has been sai d about the
expertise and the professionalismof the people that
manage OPPD, and | have a great deal of respect and
gratitude for them And|1've saidit publicly before,
"Il say it again, if |I have to live near a nucl ear
power plant, |I'm glad it's these guys that are
managing it. Things could be worse.

The bottom line issue for me and other
menbers of the Green Party is that we really don't

think that a nuclear power plant can be safe. W
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don't believe that the highlevel nuclear waste that's
generated at the rate of a metric ton every nonth that
it operates can be -- ever be managed. And we have
serious concerns that are made nore serious by the
events of Septenber 11th.

Hi gh | evel nucl ear waste, if you believe
or followthe |ogic of some recent publications from
OPPD, is pretty benign stuff, and, you know, we're
going to get rid of it anyway. And it's not -- we
don't really make that nmuch of it anyway. It's the
Department of Defense that makes the nost high | evel
nucl ear waste.

In fact, nmeasured by radioactivity,
nucl ear power pl ants generate 95 percent of high | evel
radi oactive waste that we and t he current generations
and the future generations, practically forever, have
to not di spose of, because there is no way to di spose
of it, but live around and keep safe.

It is the nost permanently |letha
substance ever identified by human beings. I f you
stand within arns-length of it unshiel ded, you get a
| et hal dose within mnutes. That's what we're tal king
about, and that's the bottomline issue.

Now, | have spoken with M. Canmeron in
advance a little bit about what the purpose of this
neetingis. Sol felt a need to put those thoughts on

record because people told me -- he and others told ne
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it was i nportant to say what our real issues are here
toni ght, because it's a public neeting and we want
them on record, and we want a response fromthe NRC
and the ot hers who are charged with this public duty,
so | did.

But | want to get to another point that
concerns ne as a health professional, and that is the
-- what's happening to the radi oactive i sotopes that
were proliferated all over the Northern Hem sphere
after Chernobyl that everyone neasured with great
caution and concern and asked thensel ves, what w ||
happen here? Wat will the increases be in rates of
cancer and birth defects and even deat hs?

' mt al ki ng about strontium 90 and cesi um
137. |1 didalittle asking around, phone calling, and
personal research, and | found that the U S.
Gover nment measur ed human ti ssue sanpl es up until 1982
of strontium 90, and then they quit doing it.

| found out that the Nebraska Depart nment
of Environmental Quality, whichuntil 1998 was -- it's
not the DEQ it's the Nebraska Departnment of Health,
until 1998, was conscientiously sanpling a |ot of
di fferent things and nmeasuring for the radi oactive --
various radioactive isotopes, including those two.
But they never neasured human tissue, and, in fact,
they quit nmeasuring anything at all in 1998.

Now, wi th all due appreci ati on and r espect
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for the consciousness of the managenent of the Fort
Cal houn Nucl ear Station, it occurs to nme to ask the
question: is that a good idea in an aging nucl ear
power plant? Aging plants of any ki nd, agi ng machi nes
of any kind, don't get safer. And the reason
surprises are hard to handle is because they're
surpri ses.

| submt tothe NRCand OPPDthat it woul d
-- it has becone nore inportant, not |ess inportant,
to sanple human tissue and to find out, you know,
where the strontium 90 i s and where t he cesi um 137 i s.

This is--the story of the nonitoring of
strontium90 is of particular interest to dentists
because sone of the best research that | know about
was done on deci duous teeth that people turnedin, and
t hey coul d keep pretty good track of where the person
had |ived and, you know, what kind of exposure this
person had had.

And what happened when t hey started doi ng
this was they noticed that after the atnospheric
nucl ear testing stopped, they sawa drop in the anount
of strontium 90 in the baby teeth that were turned in.
But then, after a fewyears, when nucl ear power plants
began to be nore conmon and the rate -- you know, the
anount of high level waste, too, that was being
produced, that rate of decline becane |ess.

And | want to share with you one recent
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study that | think is germane here, and that | think
should be considered in an environmental inpact
statement. And people, if they want to argue about
the validity of the study, well, I'mwaiting to hear.
But here's what the study is and what it said.

| nf ant deat hs and chi |l dhood cancers drop
dramatically after nucl ear plants cl ose, and t his was
published April -- last April 30th in the Radiation
and Public Health Journal. And I'll just read you
sone data real quick here.

The reactor i n LaCrosse, Wsconsin, cl osed
in'87. The percent drop in juvenile cancer was 15. 4.
I n Rancho Seco, California, it closed in '89. The
percent drop was 16. In Fort St. Vrain, Col orado, the
reactor closed in 1989. The percent drop was 15. 4.
In Trojan, Oregon, the reactor closed in 1992. The
percent drop was 17.9. In Big Rock Point, M chigan,
the reactor closed in 1997. The percent drop was
42.4. And when Mai ne Yankee, Maine, closed in 1997,
t he percent drop was 9.7.

There were al so simi | ar drops intenporary
closed reactors in Pilgrim Mssachusetts, and
M 1| stone, Connecticut.

Anot her question that | would Ilike
answered -- and | didn't have time to research this,
but 1"mgoingtolookintoit, and | hope others will,

too -- is to what extent potassium iodide has been
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stockpiled in the Oraha area in case of -- in case the
wor st happens. And | think that that shoul d be all of
our concern.

You know, the safety people, the fire
safety people who are rescuing people and saving
lives, and this could happen. W should be prepared
for it.

l"d like to close with sone really hard
core information out of another article called
"Strontium90 in Baby Teeth as a Factor in Early
Chi | dhood Cancer." And |let ne underscore that there
is a denonstrated correlation in the presence of
strontium 90 in baby teeth and chil dhood cancers of
various Ki nds.

From1982 t o 1991, t he nunber of operating
U S. reactors increased from 72 to 111, providing
power in 32 of 50 states, in which 85 percent of the
1990 U.S. population resides. And electricity
generation by these plants increased from278,000 to
613, 000 gi gawatt hours -- it looks like alittle over
doubling -- before leveling off in the 1990s.

During this period, cancer incidencein 11
U S. states and cities rose 40.4 percent for children
age zero to four and 53.7 percent for those under one
year. I'mnot -- | don't think they are suggesting
causality, but it's a connection. So listen to the

end of this. Atine when average | evel s of cesi um 137
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and |-131 doubled. Ckay?

Now, here's the point. We don't know
where these i sotopes are going. Wthout a system of
noni toring the presence of key radi oactive isotopes,
such as strontium 90 in the human body, no definitive
assessment of health effects of exposure to human-made
radi oactivity can be made.

Isn't that obvious? The average annual
decline in adult strontium 90 uptake after 1970 was
only about five percent. GCkay. That would be after
above-ground testing ended. GCkay? As conpared with
15.7 percent annual decline in strontium 90 uptake
levels in adults from64 -- 64 to 70. Okay. So it
declined a whole lot after the -- after above-ground
testing ended.

But then, when nucl ear power plants cane
on the rise again, it stopped declining so nuch,
refl ecting perhaps the proliferation of | arge nucl ear
power reactors in the '70s and enissions fromfl awed
under ground tests.

Cancer incidence, age zero to four, in
Connecticut, asmall statew th four operating nucl ear
reactors, which was as | owas 14. 42 per 100,000 in the
| ate ' 60s, had reached 21.95 per 100,000 in the late
*80s, a junp of over 52 percent.

Thi s trend suggests that addi ti onal recent

data on in vivo radioactivity inthe U S. are needed,
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particularly in the |light of the puzzling decision of
the DOE to term nate neasures of strontium90 in
adults in 1982. In that year, dietary |evels of
strontium 90 uptake remai ned at the same | evel of --
thisis-- theunit is picocuries per gramof cal ci um
and the nunber is 5.6.

Okay. It was 5.6 of this picocuries per
gramof calciumin '81, conparable to the late '50s.

The | ast DOE report observed there has
been some indication of slightly higher values for
young adults during the |ast several years. These
individuals were children during the period of
greatest strontium 90 deposition

One m ght presune fromthi s statenment that
adult strontium90 | evels would rise in the '80s and
'90s as baby booners account for increasing
proportions of the adult population, and as an
i ncreasi ng nunber of nuclear power plants cane on
i ne.

So that's ny main concern is nobody is
nmeasuring this in human tissue. And that seens |ike
a pretty serious environnmental concernto nme. Thanks
for your attention.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: kay. Thank you
very much, Dr. Mendenhall. And | would just ask that
the NRC staff make sure that they have the citations

to those articles that Dr. Mendenhall nenti oned.
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Qur next two speakers are Jef frey Pokorny,
and then we're going to go to Tom Foster. Jeffrey?

MR. POKORNY: | didn't realize that | was
going to be a speaker tonight, but wunder that
connotation I wll proceed.

My nane is Jeffrey Pokorny. |'ve worked
inthe oil and lubricating energy field for about 35
years, 40 years, and |'m here reading tonight,
testifying, on behalf of ny grandchildren, Sanuel
Grant Ray and Tess AnnaMarie Ray.

They don't understand the severity of
power production by nuclear plants. |t amazes ne the
nore | learn. Even tonight when Dr. Mendenhal | was
testifying, she came up with sonme newi nformation that
| wasn't aware of.

| grewup in Schuyl er, Nebraska, and I ived
t hrough two generating plant expl osions. To the best
of ny recollection, they were 20 or 30 years ago. No
one died, and the injuries were very, very limted --
a couple of first-degree burns, mnor burns. The
pl ant was shut down for a nonth, and we started to
crank up again.

By the way, Schuyler has got the ol dest
muni ci pal generating facility in the State of
Nebraska, or used to. W buy our power from Nebraska
Publ i c Power now.

Those expl osi ons were so traumatic at the
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time. But | ooking back onthem they are just a tiny,
tiny blip at what could happen today. Gener ati ng
electricity wth nuclear power is the nost
conplicated, it's the npst expensive, it's the nost
danger ous, Rube Col dber g devi sed net hod ever i nvent ed,
and then inplemented, to bring water from room
tenmperature to boiling point.

When you think about it, a |ot of people
t hi nk t hat nucl ear energy has sonethingto dowth the
production of electricity. It's strictly to boil
water. | don't think there's a person in this room
i ncl udi ng the nucl ear engi neers, who woul d take that
risk nowtoday if the situation wasn't in place. |
think we started way back in 1960 or ' 65. Peopl e
| ooked at the risks. There would just be -- no one
woul d take it. The risk is just too imense.

Schuyler's plant blew up a couple of
times, went back into operation, wthout any
perceivable -- thereis norecordof it inthe history
of Schuyl er today. |If Fort Cal houn has an acci dent,
it's got the possibility to poison everybody in this
roomand within a 50-mleradius of this room-- every
person. It's that deadly.

How we can take that risk is beyond ne.
Now, my four-year grandson and ny two-year old
granddaughter are going to live with this. Thei r

grandchildren will livewthit. Their grandchildren
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will livewithit. It's going to go on for thousands
of years, not hundreds, not tens, but thousands of
years with this risk. That's from the radi oactive
wast e that we' re produci ng today, which -- it's m nd-
boggl i ng.

There was an eart hquake near Yucca Flats
the other day of 4.6. W also are in an earthquake
belt in this area. There was a catastrophic
eart hquake in 1803. There was an earthquake in
Cl arkson, Nebraska, just two or three years ago.
That's a possibility.

If we had an oil -fired plant, a gas-fired
plant, a coal-fired plant, who cares? The plant is
shut down for two or three days, you repair the cracks
inthe walls, and you go on. You can't do that with
a nucl ear power plant. The risk is too grave.

Now, even if we shut down today, we've
still got the nuclear waste that's been generated in
the last 30 years. W can't afford to generate any
nore waste. It's -- theriskis toograve. 1'Il keep
using that phrase. W can't afford to do it.

When ny grandson is 25 years old -- and
he's going to be an engineer like this father -- and
he says, "What did you do to stop this grave risk?"
"1l tell himl was here tonight and did sonme ot her
things. | hope that | can also tell himthat we are

not producing nuclear -- | hope that he sees that
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we' re not producing electricity by nuclear neans at
that tine. | hope. | can only hope.

When peopl e get up at this podi umand push
econom ¢ progress through that plant, that's the
gravest -- as a business person, for ny entire life,
my famly has been involved in business ny entire
life, not the mnistry, not education, we've been
busi ness people forever and ever. No one could
advocate that.

My gr andf at her coul dn't advocat e fi nanci ng
a power plant through his banks. My father coul d not
advocate it through energy sales. It's just
i npossi bl e for sonmebody froman econom ¢ devel opnent
group to say, "This is good for our area. It's so out
of sight.” | would |ove to have you explain that to
nmy grandson in 25 years when we' ve produced t housands
of pounds of nore radioactive waste that are going to
be sitting sone place; we don't even know where.

Yucca Flats, with a 4.6 on the Richter
scale -- and |"m-- ny voice is getting enotional now,
and I"'mtrying to avoid that. The risk is too great.
You can't have it.

Speaking to OPPD now, speaking to the
nucl ear regul atory people now, and |I'm speaking to
those disinterested people who | guess are not
di si nterested because they' re here tonight. No matter

what the econonmic gainis, it's not enough. It's not




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

49

enough. |If we have to go without electricity for two
years, if we have to go without, then we have to go
wi thout. You can't risk that catastrophic event. You
cannot risk it.

And 1'1l leave that -- those words with
you again. The risk is too great, not for nyself --
|"ve got 20 nore years to live. ['"m 59. By
statistics, [0 live 20 nore years. My
grandchi | dren, their grandchil dren, and their
grandchi | dren, you have this trenmendous wei ght -- not
wei ght. You have this trenmendous power over their

heads, and it's not sonmething that could happen

slowly. The exposure -- the death cones very, very
qui ckly.

Therisk istoogreat. I'll say it again,
and 1'll say it again. |'mhere tonight to advocate

the i medi ate cl osing of Fort Cal houn. W sell that
30 percent of the power to other places. W could
close it today and not mss a beat. That's
impractical, and | realize that as a busi ness person.

But we cannot relicense the plant. W' ve
got enough time nowto nmake the gradual transitionto
ot her neans. And even if -- when we're twi ce as
expensive, if solar were twi ce as expensive, ny
grandson |'msure woul d say when he's an engi neer in
20 years, "That was a good decision to make. [|'ll pay

t hat cost."
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My el ectric bill |ast year was $1, 000. |If

| had to pay $2,000, I would gladly pay it -- gladly
pay it -- if Fort Cal houn were shut down.

| f you have any questions, |'d be happy to
address them Thank you.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Thank you very mnuch,
M. Pokorny.

MR POKORNY: You're wel come.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: And let's goto M.

Tom Foster.

MR. FOSTER: Thank you for the opportunity
to speak. 1, |ike Frances Mendenhall, ama candi date
for OPPD Board. |'ve been interested in power issues
for quite a while, and | operate a natural foods

restaurant here in Omha called MFoster's Natura
Cafe. It's at 38th and Farnham Cone on down and
eat .

| have sonme specific questions, and |
don't know if they can be answered here at this
heari ng. But what |' mconcerned about are the control
rod drive nechani sns. And has an i nspection of these
assenbl i es and nechani sns been conpleted | ately?

| f one hasn't been completed, I'dliketo
know when one will be conpleted. And | want to turn
this in as | guess a piece of evidence or whatever.
This was produced by the Union of Concerned

Sci enti sts. It details problens that we're having
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with these -- the kind of reactors that are in Fort
Cal houn.

Pressurized water reactors have these
control rod drive nechani snms, and they are cracking
and all owi ng water to | eak out of the reactor. These
shoul d be i nspected, first of all. They hold the fuel
rods in the reactor vessel, and the reactor is
pressurized at 2,000 pounds per square inch. So some
of these cracks have gone al nost hal fway around the
fuel rod.

And if they lose their grip on the fue
rod, the fuel rod is going to cone out of the reactor
pile, and this wuld result in a catastrophic
accident. And this is the kind of accident that could
cause catastrophic loss of life herein our community.

And at the tinme that this was printed,
there was only one nuclear power plant, one
pressurized reactor in the country that had this
i nspection conpleted. And I think that OPPD shoul d
check this out inmedi ately. An inspection-- infact,
| think the plant should be shut down until the
i nspections are conpl et ed.

| know there was just a refueling, but,
like |l say, when this was printed there was none -- no
i nspecti ons had been conpl eted, and | wonder when this
work will be done. And will the results be avail able

at the library? WIIl the public be able to see
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whet her these inspections have been done and whet her
the results are avail abl e?

O her countries have the sane kind of
react or. In Japan, the vessel heads have been
repl aced. In France, they found it economcal to
repl ace the vessel heads having defective nozzles.
Sever al heads have been repl aced and are pl anned to be
repl aced.

In Sweden, replacenent of the entire
vessel head is planned. And renovabl e insul ation on
the vessel head and N-13 nonitoring systens were
installed at French and Swedi sh plants for easy --
early detection of | eakage fromthroughwal I cracks in
the nozzle walls.

And |i ke to date, there has only been one

reactor that has been checked out, and that's in

W sconsi n.

Ckay. Frances touched for a nonent on t he
issue of terrorism and | think the Fort Cal houn
plant's proximty to Strategic Air Command -- | don't

know if that has been given any consideration, but
certainly if a terrorist wanted to danage a nucl ear
power plant and affect our nation's security, this
woul d -- Fort Cal houn woul d probably be nunber one on
the list.

So | think General Binder wth the

Nebraska Nati onal Guard was gi ven t he assi gnnent over
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20 years ago to devel op an evacuation plan for the
city of Omha. That has never been done. WII| the
NRC require this to be done?

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: M. Foster, why
don't you conplete your -- what you're saying, and
then we'll see if we can --

MR. FOSTER. Onh, yes.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: -- get sone sinple
answers - -

MR FOSTER  Ckay. Ckay.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: -- for you on your
guestions. Ckay?

MR. FOSTER  Okay. And conservation is
another issue that -- California recently was in an
energy crisis, and it quickly had to cut energy use,
so they cut it 15 percent in a year. Wen will the
utility enbark on an aggressive canpaign of
conservation? Wen will we put some energy and noney
into making it so we don't have to generate so nuch
energy?

|"d like to touch on an issue, and | w |
| eave this little docunent, once again, produced by
t he Uni on of Concerned Scientists. Its nain subject
is aging -- the aging of these plants. And this is
pretty interesting because it applies -- it appliesto
used cars, it applies to anything that operates on

this planet. And, of course, it's hard to see, but
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basically this is the bathtub curve.

When you first buy a car, you have nmaybe
a few problens with it, learning how to operate it.
And then you have a period of uninterrupted, steady,
reliable performance. But then you get to the end of
the bathtub, the other side of the bathtub, and
failures start to increase.

Now, recently there has been sone press
about failure and equi prent mal functions at nucl ear
power plants -- have experienced a reduction in
frequency, there is not as many reported i nci dents or
equi pnent failures. But that's because nost of the
critical systens in a nuclear power plant are not
bei ng i nspect ed once a nonth. They're bei ng i nspected
once every four -- four times a year, and other
systens are only being checked annually instead of
quarterly.

So for any of the nediathat's herethat's
getting a warm safe, confortable feeling that
reported acci dents and equi prent failures at nucl ear
power plants are going down, it's just that
i nspections are occurring |l ess frequently. And this
is at the stage of the agi ng process where the nucl ear
power plant shoul d be bei ng i nspected nore often, not
| ess often.

You have nore problens with an ol d power

pl ant than you do with a new power plant. And there
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is three pages here of failures in the |ast year of
nucl ear power plants, serious things that could have
led to a nmeltdowmn. And all of these problens are
because of aging -- all of them-- so I'mgoing to
turn this in as evidence and not read it all to
ever ybody.

And anot her reason not to relicense this
nucl ear power plant is the nucl ear waste i ssue has not
been sol ved. Yucca Mountain is a sieve. It's
geologically a disaster. It is a fractured, |eaky
nount ai n, plagued by earthquakes, and its proposed
wast e containers have abadly limtedviability. 1"l
just read a couple of things out of here real quick.

Evi dence that the inside of the nountain
is periodically flooded with water cones fromzircon
crystals foundincalcite veins. Crystals do not form
wi thout conplete imersion in water, says Jerry
Si zman, a fornmer DOE geol ogi st who i s suggesting that
deep water rises and falls inside Yucca Muuntain is
shrugged off by the Departnent of Energy.

Ckay. In 1998, the Yucca Muuntain site
may have an earthquake or lava flow every thousand
years -- ten times nore frequently than earlier
estimated, according to a California Institute of
Technol ogy study. The finding neans that radiation
cat astrophes at the Yucca Mountain site are nmuch nore

i kely duringthe proposed 10, 000-year |ifetine of the
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dunmp, not to nmention the 250, 000-year-1| ong radi oacti ve
hazard peri od.

DOE -- and this is in '97. DCE
resear chers have found that rai nwater has seeped from
t he top of Yucca Mountain 800 feet intothe repository
level in a nmere 40 years. Scientists had said that
rai nwat er woul d t ake hundreds or t housands of years to
reach the waste cans. Federal guidelines have |ong
required that the existence of fast-flow ng water
woul d disqualify the site.

Then, in 1995, physicians -- physicists at
t he Los Al anpos found that buried waste m ght erupt in
a nucl ear expl osion, scattering radioactivity to the
Wi nds or groundwater or both. Dr. Charles D. Bowran
and Francisco Banieri charged that serious dangers
will arise thousands of years from now, and after
steel waste containers di ssolve, and pl utoniumsl ow y
begins to disperse into surroundi ng rock.

Now, in 1990, the National Research
Counci | said the plan for Yucca Mountain is "bound to

fail," because it is a "scientific inpossibility to
build an underground nuclear waste repository that
will be safe for 10,000 years."

And in '89, 16 geologists with the U S
Geol ogi ¢ Survey bl untly charged t hat t he DOE was usi ng

stop work orders to prevent the di scovery of probl ens

t hat woul d doomthe repository. The USGS geol ogi sts
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reported that, "There is no faculty for trial and
error, for genuine research, for innovation, or for
creativity."

Even t he NRC conpl ai ned t hat work at Yucca
Mount ai n seened desi gned nostly to get the repository
built rather than to determne if the site is
suitable. And just on and on.

And I ' mgoing to just turn a bunch of this
--all of this stuff infor the record. 1've got two
nore things to mention, and this is about the risk
assessnent science, which is -- underestimtes the
risk of an accident, a catastrophic accident by at
| east 100 percent.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: And, M. Foster,
could you try to give us these next two things pretty
qui ckly, so --

MR. FOSTER: Yes. Just a couple of
par agr aphs and - -

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Al right.

MR. FOSTER -- |'m done.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON:  Thank you.

MR FOSTER: An accident in an U.S.
nucl ear power plant could kill nore people than were
killed by the atom c bonb dropped on Nagasaki. The
financi al repercussions could al so be catastrophic.
The 1986 acci dent at the Chernobyl nucl ear plant cost

the former Soviet Union nore than three tines the
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econom ¢ benefits accrued fromthe operation of every
ot her nucl ear -- Sovi et nucl ear power plant that they
operated than in the entire lifetine.

But the consequences al one do not define
risk. The probability of an accident is equally
i nportant. Wen consequences are very high, as they
are for nuclear plant accidents, prudent risk
managenent dictates that probabilities be kept very
low. The NRCattenpts tolimt therisk to the public
fromnucl ear plant operation to | ess than one percent
of the risk the public faces from other accidents.

Wel |, nuclear plant assessnents are not
really -- are really not risk assessnents because
potential accidents consequences are not eval uated.
They nerely exam ne accident probabilities -- only
hal f of the risk equation. Moreover, the accident
probability calcul ations are seriously flawed. They
rely on assunptions that contradi ct actual operating
experi ence.

The ri sk assessnent s assune nucl ear pl ants
al ways conformwi t h safety requi renents, yet each year
nore than a thousand viol ations are reported. Plants
are assuned to have no design probl ens, even though
hundreds are reported every year. Agingis assunmedto
result in no damage, despite evidence that aging
materials killed four workers.

And here is the evidence right here. This
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is NRC stuff.

React or pressure vessel s are assuned to be
fail-proof, even though enbrittlenment forced the
Yankee- Rowe nucl ear plant to shut down, and the risk
assessnments assune that plant workers are far |ess
likely to make mstakes than actual operating
experience denonstrates. The risk assessments
consider only the threat from damage to the reactor
core, despite the fact that irradiated fuel in the
spent fuel pools represents a serious health hazard
and an easier target for terrorists.

The last thing | want to | eave you with --
| ast but not least -- is reactors kill. Inalittle
noted correction published in the July 20th --
July 30th, excuse ne, Federal Register, the NRC
confirmed that relicensing aging U S. reactors to
operate for another 20 years woul d rel ease 14, 800 per
person renms of radiation per plant. The NRC
cal cul ated thi s exposure coul d cause 12 cancer deat hs
per reactor.

Maybe that doesn't sound |ike a | ot, but
wi nd generators have nothing |like this. There is no
waste. There is no -- there is no body count. And
this is the last thing | want to give you. This was
produced basically by the Union of Concerned
Scientists to denonstrate that, yes, we are the

wi ndi est region on earth.
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Yes, we can have wi nd generators. Yes,
nobody will sell us wind. That's why there isn't a
built-in | obby pushing this technology. But | think
it's time we all wake up and gi ve up on a technol ogy
that has a body count.

Thank you very nuch

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you,
M. Foster. And we'll nake sure that this gets on the
record for people who are interested in |ooking at
this, that it will be part of the record of tonight's
pr oceedi ng.

And | guess | just wanted to clarify just
one thing when you said during the latter part of the
presentation that this is NRC stuff. | didn't want
anybody to -- to get the inpression that this was an
NRC docunent. As M. Foster pointed out --

MR. FOSTER: Yes, it's not.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON:  -- it's a Union of
Concerned Scientists.

MR FOSTER It's fromthe --

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON:  Ckay.

MR. FOSTER: -- it was conpiled by the
Uni on of Concerned Scienti sts.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Great. Great. And
t hank you, M. Foster.

| want to make sure that we get on to

ot her people. But if -- if the NRC staff could give
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a fairly sinple -- and I know it's probably not a
sinple issue -- but a sinple answer to two questions
that M. Foster brought up, let's do that, and then
let's nove on.

And if we need to have a nore detail ed
di scussion with M. Foster and whonever el se m ght be
interested after we adjourn, let's do that.

The two i ssues -- one, control rod drive
mechani sms. | think the inportant question thereis:
howw || they be part of the evaluationin the license
renewal process? And |'mgoing to go to Butch on that
one. And let's not forget about the information
availability aspect of that question that M. Foster
asked about .

And, secondly, if we could just give
peopl e an i dea of howthe -- M. Foster brought up the
evacuation plan. Do we have sonmeone with us who can
just maybe talk about the bare bones of how the
ener gency pl an framewor k works? But | et's think about
that, and I et's have Butch tal k about the control rod
drive mechani sms. Ckay?

MR BURTON: Ckay. Thanks, Chip.

Yes. M. Foster brought up a nunber of
points, and | certainly amnot qualified to speak to
all of them But there are a couple of itens that he
brought up that I think | can provi de some additi onal

information. One is the CRDMs, and the other is the
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whol e i ssue of aging.

| guess I'd |like to start sort of in a
broad category. It's inportant to understand howthe
NRC processes work. W are always finding new
chal | enges, newissues, and what is inportant is that
t here are mechani sns t o address those effectively and
efficiently.

As issues conme up, | call them-- there
are right-now probl ens and there are |icense renewal
pr obl ens. Things that conme up that are right-now
problenms -- and CRDM cracking is one of them-- we

deal with themright now, and we are in the process of

doi ng that.

For M. Foster's benefit and for anyone
else, | believe that we have, if you go to the NRC
website at ww.nrc.gov, there are -- there is

i nformati on on sone of the history and background of
some of the CRDM cracking, some of the what we call
generi c comuni cations that have been put out wth
regard to that, and sone of the things that are going
on now. So if anyone is interested, you can go to our
website and find that.

CRDMcracking is aright-now problem and
we are trying to get our arns around it and deal with
it right now. Your specific question on where does
Fort Cal houn stand intermnms of their i nspections, that

| do not know. But | will say that as a process i ssue
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what we do is, as those things are resolved -- and
that's not the only one, that's just one of a number
of thi ngs.

As you said, issues conme up all the tinmne.
As we resol ve those and individual plants nmake fixes
and take corrective actions for those, they becone
part of the licensing basis. They becone part of the
things that are required for that plant to safely
operate. And thosethings will carry into the renewal
period. That's how we tend to do things.

So when there is a problem now, we deal
with it now, and that resolution will be put in place
and carried into the renewal term

Aging -- I'mreally glad that you brought
that up. On the safety side of the application, aging
is what we |ook for. Whien the whole concept of
i cense renewal was being tal ked about, as sone of the
folks did their investigations, they found that there
are some types of equi pnment and conponents that we --
they lend thenselves to easy identification of
probl ens.

And you brought up the exanple of a car.
You know right away if there's a problem w th your
tires or your brakes or your engines. Those are
things that we call active conponents. And the
license renewal rule actually defines what an active

conmponent is versus a passi ve conponent.
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Wat we found in our early research,
t hough, is that things that are not active, things
t hat are passive, sone of our ongoi ng nmai nt enance and
i nspections and things, aren't as aggressive in sone
of those areas.

So in the license renewal rule, what we
really try to | ook at are cl asses of conponents that
we call long-lived and -- passive and long-lived. In
other words, things that do not readily identify
t hensel ves when they start to degrade, and things
that, if they do degrade, they are not routinely
repl aced.

Wien we do identify things, if they're
routinely replaced, it's generally taken care of. So
what we focus on in |license renewal are things that
are long-lived and passive. And what we [ ook at in
the license renewal application is, how are those
things identified, what i s the nethodol ogy that's used
to identify them what are the results of those
eval uations, and we |ook at those structures and
conmponents and see what agi ng nmanagenent prograns do
they have in place to ensure that those things are
goi ng to be adequately managed for that extended 20-
year term

So that is exactly the focus of the safety
portion of the review, and | woul d encourage you -- |

know that this forum is really a focus on the
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environnental portion of the review But if any of
you have not | ooked at the safety portion, | really
encourage you to do so. Look at that portion of the
application and see how things are structured, and
| ook at how we as the staff actually evaluate those.

W try to make everything as open and
publicly available as possible. We have public
neetings. Those neetings we -- we provide sumrari es
of t hose nmeet i ngs, sunmari es of t el ephone
conver sati ons. All of that we try to put on the
record for public accessibility.

So please, if that is a particular
concern, please keep -- stay in touch and keep track
of what we do. And | gave you ny phone nunber earlier
t oday. If you ever have any questions about any
aspect of that, you are free to call ne.

Agi ng, CRDMs -- oh. | want to nake a
qui ck conmment on the terrorismissue, because it is
forenost in everyone's mnd, including ours. It is a
real, real big right-now issue. W as the NRC, as
well as the industry, is still trying to -- we're
still trying to get our arnms around the nassive
inplications of this. Andit is goingtotaketinmeto
sort through it all.

As many of you are aware, we issued
orders, we issued sone interim staff guidance on

short-termthings to try and deal with the terrorism
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threat. But it is far, far fromover. But what | can
tell you is that, again, that's a right-now probl em
And as we begin to actually deal with those to the
best of our ability, and i npl ement these resol utions,
those things will carry into the extended term

So that's generally how we approach
things. Things conme up constantly. W deal wth
them and those resolutions carry into the extended
term That's the idea of how |license renewal would
wor K.

MR. POKORNY: Can you take a question?

MR, BURTON:  Sure.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Thanks a | ot, Butch.

MR. BURTON:. Oh. No?

MR. POKORNY: Can he take a question?

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: | want to nake sure
t hat we get the comments on the environnental review
Okay? And let's --

MR, BURTON: Yes. M. Pokorny, I'm
avail able any tinme you like.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON:  -- we'll cone back
to you. Ckay?

MR. POKORNY: [|'ve got a question on the
advice to -- it's a sinple question.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Al right.

MR. POKORNY: Based on your comrents, can

you guarantee when this review process is finished
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that Fort Cal houn will operate in a 100 percent safe
manner ?

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON:  You said that it was
a sinple question.

MR. BURTON. Yes. And | have a sinple
answer for him The answer is no.

MR POKORNY: Ckay.

MR, BURTON: W can't -- we cannot
guarantee with 100 percent certainty. |f you | ook at
our standards for granting the renewal |icense, what
we say is that we have reasonabl e assurance. W can
never have 100 percent certainty, as you can't have
that for anything. So what -- our standard is that
there is reasonable assurance that they have
identified the conponents and have denonstrated
adequate nmanagenent of those conponents for the
extended term

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you,

But ch.

Can we just do the energency planning
thing sinply, and then we'll see -- we'l| go back out
to --

MR. TAPPERT: Yes. And, of course, we're
here to recei ve your coments, so we appreciate that.
To t he extent you have questions, we'll try to respond
to them briefly in this neeting, or at |length

af t er war ds.
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Just to add on to what Butch said about
the cracking of the CRDM housings, that was first
identified at the Oconee nuclear power plant | ast
year, and the NRC issued a bulletin, which is one of
our strongest regul atory gui dance docunents, in the
summer of last year, asking people to do those
i nspecti ons.

That bulletin and the responses from al
of the power plants is avail abl e t hrough our docunent
managenent system on the web, and | believe Fort
Cal houn has done that inspection.

Wth regardto enmergency pl anni ng, as part
of the NRC s overal |l defense-in-depth phil osophy, al
nucl ear power plants are requiredto have an ener gency
plan. That's a plan that's negotiated with the state
and local officials and the Federal Enmergency
Managenent Agency. So there is an energency plan in
pl ace for Fort Cal houn Stati on.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: kay. And as |
mentioned, if you want to go into this in nore detai
after the neeting -- on any of the issues that were
brought up -- the staff is hereto -- to discuss that.

But let's find out if there is anybody
el se who wanted to nake a statenment toni ght. Donna,
did you want to say anything at all? And if you do,
either -- let me bring you this m crophone.

M5. LATWAITIS: My name is Donna
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Latwaitis, and | live across the street from the
plant. | was raised across the street fromthe pl ant,
so | have seen it frominception being built.

| al so have been an enpl oyee of the pl ant
16 years ago for a few years and have gone out
consulting for years, and have returned back to work
as a consultant on the |icense renewal project.

| don't knowwhat | can add, other than to
say | sleep well at night. | feel great confidence in
t he education, inthe detail that goes into the safety
eval uations, into this |license renewal project. |'m
amazed at the detail and t he searchi ng and t he answers
and the peopl e invol ved.

So we can all have fears, but |'ve seen --
|"ma registered radi ati on protection technician, so
|'ve seen the radiological aspect. |I'ma certified
hazardous materials nanager, so |'ve seen the
envi ronnental aspects. And nowl' mworking on license
renewal, and | just feel confident that all of the
guestions are being asked. And, you know, coments
are wel coned and answers will be given

And | just feel fromliving across the
street, working with these people, that we can rest
assured that OPPD is being operated soundly and in
accordance with regul ati ons, and wi th people who are
parents and have chil dren and want the best things to

happen.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

70

And | just -- you know, | have no fear of
the water | drink fromthe well. | have a natura
well. The air that | breathe -- OPPD has provided

electricity, and we take for granted the |lives that
are saved fromhaving electricity every day and the
options that are out there for electricity. | nean,
| just think that nuclear power is safe and a w se
option, and I'mhappy to |live there and hope to live
there the rest of nmy life.

So | don't know what one viewpoint can
add, but that's all I'Il say.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you
very much.

Anybody el se have a coment? Yes, sir.
Do you want to speak here, or do you want to cone up?

MR PETTIT: [1'Il speak right here.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON:  All right. Good.
Just tell us who you are, please.

MR. PETTIT: M name is Joe Pettit, and
I"'mwith the G een Party.

One thing | read recently was that -- or

heard that energy or a nuclear power plant is |liable

for roughly $9 billion in terns -- in the event of a
mel t down. The average cost of a neltdown, for
recovery, would be $110 billion. In terns of

soci oecononmic effects, | thinkthat's apretty serious

effect.
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| know-- 1 don't thinkit's exactly worth
30 percent of our energy use. | don't think
$100 billion should be passed on to any energy
consunmer .

The second point is -- or the second topic
that 1| wanted to discuss was environmental inpact.
Recently, the Arny Corps of Engineers is |looking to
change their manipulation of the Mssouri River.
There is a | obby against changing it fromthe power
associ ati ons because they require highlevel s of water
in the river during the sumer to cool down the
pl ant s.

In turn, this basically greater -- or it
t hreat ens seri ously endanger ed speci es, includingthe
pallid sturgeon and the piping plover. So those are
ny conments.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Thank you very mnuch,
Joe.

Anybody el se who hasn't spoken tonight
that wants to make any comments for us on the record
on the environnmental issues?

Okay. We've heard a nunber of questions
and concerns from-- Dr. Mendenhal | rai sed sone i ssues
of nmonitoring. M. Pokorny brought alot of issues in
terms of waste and risk to our attention. e
nmenti oned the reasonabl e assurance concept and al so

t he evacuation i ssue -- enmergency planthat M. Foster
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rai sed.

| would just ask the NRC staff if they
m ght be able to specifically talk to those issues
with the people who raised themat nore detail after
the neeting is over, if they have the tine to stay for
t hat .

And i f no one el se has a formal coment --
yes?

MR POKORNY: Just a quick comrent on --

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: All right. Andthis
is M. Pokorny.

MR. POKORNY: As a public servant several
years ago, | ran into conflict of interest all the
time fromnmnyself and from people who served with ne
and fromlocal citizens. But tonight, judging from
name cards and fromthe comments, there are three --
four people speaking |I think w thout a conflict of
i nterest.

Everyone el se works for OPPD, the NRC
etcetera, etcetera, etcetera. And | may be
m sjudging, but these are the people who spoke
tonight. You know, if there are sone that haven't
spoken that are going to give another opinion here,
|'d be happy to hear it.

But the conflict of interest constantly
shows t hrough. You're enployed by, benefit from it

goes on and on and on. And | don't think you people
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can participate and contribute to a hearing such as
this.

It happens with me. It used to happen to
ne. It becanme very evident whenever you had that
conflict, that's when you have to really step back,
and you can't talk at a situation like this. And |
want everyone to remenber that in the continuing
nont hs t hat we go on now, to consider that conflict of
interest and really address it to the NRC people.

FACI LI TATOR CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you.

| guess | would just -- just add that the
Nucl ear Regul atory Conmm ssion has been directed by
Congress to exercise an independent and objective
eval uation on the safety issue.

So inthat sense, we don't have a conflict
of interest. People mght think the NRCis not doing
t he best job of regulation, or whatever, but we are
statutorily authorized to exercise independent and
obj ective evaluation of the regulation of nuclear
power plants, the use of radioactive materials in
nmedi ci ne, waste di sposal, and we do take that -- that
seriously and try to do an effective job on that.

But by our very nature, we can't have a
conflict of interest, although that doesn't nmean t hat
we are not subject to criticism too, as | think
you' re inplying.

And with that, | guess | woul d adj ourn t he
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neeting, and we are welcone to -- we would be glad to
talk to you nore about all of this. Thank you for
bei ng here and raising those issues for us.

(Wher eupon, at 8:53 p.m, the proceedi ngs

in the foregoing nmatter were adjourned.)




