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* [essons-learned from the U.S. Vantage Point
* Lessons-learned from the Canadian Vantage Point

e European Approach — Attributes

- Design of Program G@lng Forward
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U.S. Program
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* Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 (as

amended)
— Managed by U.S. Department of
Energy

— Funds collected into Nuclear
Waste Fund, based on 1 mil/kWh
fee and defense contribution

— Funqls explended, based on
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U.S. Program (contd.)
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* Alternative Means of Financing and
Managing (AMFM) program (1984, 2001)
— Management structures: FEDCORP
— Dedicated cost and revenue structure
— Run as a “Business” — Performance-
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Canadian Program
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* Nuclear Waste Management Organization (NWMO) '
was established in 2002 in accordance with Nuclear
Fuel Waste Act (NFWA)

* Owned by waste producers: Ontario Power Generation, Inc., Hydro-Québec,
New Brunswick Power Corporation and AECL

* NWMO responsible to recommend to Federal Government an approach to
= manag_mg waste fuel -
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Canadian Program (contd.)

* Phase 1 (30 years): On site dry storage — plan for interim centralized
shallow storage

* Phase 2 (30 years): Used fuel transferred to centralized repository —
planning for final deep geological repository

* Phase 3 (60 years): Transfer to deep geological repository — depending
on technology of the day — potential for retrieval for reprocessing




Canadian Program Funding
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* Act specifies how much each participant must fund ¢ E ; ﬁ E.-

for long-term funding v

* Funds are managed by each company in segregated trust
fund, not by NWMO

* As part of its responsibility for providing financial surety for program
delivery, NWMO will continue to assess external developments that
may impact on amount of used fuel to be managed in Canada and
potentlal implications f for future costs
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Canadian Program Funding
(contd.)

e Should there be new reactors and/or new used fuel ii%

owners, it would necessitate review and potential
revision to funding formula
— Formula would reflect sharing of costs and investments already
made by current waste owners, amongst other considerations
— Future revisions to funding formula will be done in fair and
| eqwt?bl r’qanner bala,ncmg mterests of current and new waste
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Attributes of the European Program —
Significant Progress

* Sweden: SKB (owned and operated by the
nuclear utilities) established a dedicated fund
for managing spent fuel: two components of fee
— generating (fees plus interest) and special
assessment for the costs for past practices.
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* Finland: State Nuclear Waste Management Fund
— special purpose fund, law requires that the
uncertainty of available information about costs
and prices shall be taken into account,
flexibility to have 10% supplemental
contributions to the Fund as well as utilities

holding contributions in escrow.
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Design of U.S. Program Going Forward
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e U.S. program needs radical surgery
— DOE Energy Secretary is convening special commission that
will report back by year’s end
* Technology and Logistics — Canadian approach — APM approach

A Management — Swedish approach
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" Economic and Financial Considerations
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Fuel cycle costs
— Predictability
— Accountability

* Needs to address technology choices — Finnish model is appropriate
here

* C(Creative approach — having nuclear utilities maintain their own
escrow account —model: U.S. D&D fund, Canadian approach
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__ Nonproliferation Component —
4 Assured Fuel Supply Regime

* |AEA approach — standby real and virtual fuel supply, to guard
against supply cutoff — limited

* Bilateral and Multilateral Approaches — International Uranium
Enrichment Center (IUEC) — Russia, Kazakhstan and other IUEC

partners

®* Qur earlier paper, more expansive than the IAEA approach,
Terms of Reliable Uranium Supply Trust (TRUST) y
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Terms for Reliable Uranium Service Transactions (“TRUST")

TRUST for Emerqging Nuclear Power Programs

(“Umbrella™)

International Government Framework Agreements between supplier and recipient Governments
(8123 Agreement for U.S.) include advance consent provisions to facilitate import/export and retransfer of fuel

1. Trustis organized as a Corporation or LLC.

— 2. Trust holds legal title to fuel Ex Core and In Core.
3. Trustis lessor of fuel.
Suppliers Utility
of fuel and L 1 Government
services Country 1 \ €ssee Investors Banks Agreements
ith Trust
$ payment Standby wit _
pay » S 1 Letter of Credit grovulj_e g
HH LOC upplier an
$ payment s S.2 Utility Lessee 2 Master v (LOC) Recipient
$ payment S.3 CEUIY 2 \ Lease $ Return On Government
> : Agreements Loan/ v Assurances
$payment | g, — (with Investment || 1 | ong-term
$ g Utility Lessee 3 I separate import/export
ayment _
ey L S;x Country 3 commercial assurances
annexes) 2. No Government
Utilit / expropriation
y o |— Lessee X [~ .
. Country X 3. Legal opinion
Trust Negotiates on legality of
supply contracts Investors contracts
with suppliers, and 4. No trade
pays suppliers for their = barriers
; Private High Net Private overnment )
fuel/services Non. \I/gorthe e I Vestment 5. Antitrust
Proliferation Individuals Banks Banks Compliance
Entities ExIM / EBRD Assurances




g’ Nonproliferation Component —
#  Feedback — Business Principles
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* Feedback received to date on TRUST — need to expand
from “cradle to grave”

* Needs flexibility to address:
— Centralized or regional interim storage
— Advanced technology dlsposmon pathways
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What to do? What not to do?

To do — business approach
To do — flexible back-end — technology innovation

To do — offer full service as important component to assured
fuel supply and disposition regime

\ To do —dedicated fundlng/flnan(;mg
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