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PUBLIC COMMENT LOG -10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING Page I

No. | Date Name & Address Title & Organization I Notes

1 12124/96 Bob Miller Governor,
Capitol Complex State of Nevada
Carson City, NV 89710

2 1/14/97 William C. Bianchi, PhD Self e-mail
4375 San Simeon Creek Road
Cambria, CA 93428
Villa Bianchieworldnet.att.net _

3 1/14/97 Nancy Sanders Self
HC60/Box CH210
Round Mountain, NV 89045

4 1/14/97 Margaret Quinn President,
League of Women Voters League of Women Voters of Nevada
PO Box 779
Carson City, NV 89702

5 1120/97 Dr. Rosalie Benell President, e-mail
103062.1200@compuserve.com International Institute of Concern for

Public Health

6 1/21/97 Mary Olson Nuclear Informiation and Resource
Nuclear Information and Resource Service Service
1424 16th St. NW, Suite 404
Washington, DC 20036

7 1/23/97 Frankie Sue Del Papa Attorney General,
Capitol Complex State of Nevada
Carson City, NV 89710 _ _ _



PUBLIC COMMENT LOG - 10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING Page 2 

No. Date Name & Address Title & Organization Notes

8 1/27/97 Fred Dexter, Jr. Conservation Committee Member
Sierra Club - Toiyabe Chapter Sierra Club - Toiyabe Chapter
Sounthern Nevada Group Southern Nevada Group
PO Box 19777, Las Vegas, NV 89132

9 1/29/97 Terri Hale Self
159 Ortiz Court
Las Vpgas, NV 89110

10 1/29/97 Barbara Hanson Self
159 Ortiz Court
Las Vegas, NV 89110

11 213/97 Dr. Robert Bass Self Fax (5 pages total);
Innoventech, Inc. Confidential
PO Box 1238 information request
Pahrump,NV 89041-1238

12 2/3/97 Mrs. Ruth Niswander Self see also
622 Barbara Place Comment #17;
Davis, CA 95616-0409 Letter also sent to

Secretary

13 2/4/97 Richard H. Bryan U.S. Senator (D-NV)
United States Senate
364 Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20010-2804 .



PUBLIC COMMENT LOG - 10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING Page 3 

No. Date . Name & Address Tithl & Organization Notes

14 215/97 Marty Grey Women Speak Out for Peace and
Women's Intemational League for Peace and Justice branch of Women's
Freedom International League for Peace and
P.O. Box 18138 Freedom
Cleveland, OH 89193-8608

15 2/6/97 Charles Margulis Co-Chair, Westchester People's Action
WESPAC Coalition, Inc. (WESPAC)
255 Grove Street, Box 488
White Plains, NY 10602

16 2/6/97 Marilyn Elie Indian Point Project Phone:
Adrian Court (914) 739-6164
Cortlandt Manor, NY 10566

17 2/6/97 Ruth Niswander Self see also
622 Barbara Pi. Comment #12
Davis, CA 95616

18 2/8/97 Russell Todd Self e-mail;
15 Orchard Ct. Same letter also sent
Roslyn Heights, NY 11577 to Secretary
russtoddejuno.com

19 2/14/97 Cathy Rosenfield Self e-mail
Tworoses4ueaol.com



PUBLIC COMMENT LOG - 10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING Page 4

No.( Date Name & Address Title & Organization I Notes

20 2/17/97 Michael Borok Self e-mail; also @:
378 Barway Drivve borokeaol.com
Yorktown Heights, NY 10598
mborokepepsi.com [Private Userepepsi.com]

21 2/19/97 Arch H. McCulloch Jr. Self, Phone:
Strathclyde Associates Chief Engineer (702) 4534757
5395 St nertime Drive Strathclyde Associates
Las Vegas, NV 89122

22 2/19/97 George Crocker Self
5093 Keats Ave. No.
Lake Elmo, MN 55042

23 2/19/97 Mark Frederickson Self
900 17th Ave NE
Rochester, MN 55906

24 2/21/97 Willie R. Taylor Director, Office of Environmental Also contact:
Office of the Secretary, PEP/MS 2340 Policy and Compliance Dr. Vijai N. Rai
U.S. Department of the Interior Office of the Secretary, (202) 208-6661
Washiagton, DC 20240 U.S. Department of the Interior

25 2/21/97 Stephen Dwyer Chairman, Southwest Mineral (714) 731-1335
smdewdc.net Research Foundation Letter not sent as E-

mail; no other
address given



II

Page 5~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

PUBLIC COMMENT LOG - 10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING

No. | Date Name & Address f Title & Orgniation [ Notes

26 2121/97 Mr. Jerry N. Manlove Self;
1500 Park Ave., Apt. 106 Member, Greenpeace
Minneapolis, MN 55404-1637

27 2/26197 John Schraufnagel Self
1506 N. 9th St.
Superior, WI 54880

28 2/26/97 Loya Marie Wells Self
P.O.B. 21255
Santa Barbara, CA 93121

29 3/3/97 Jennifer Sundance Self Original sent to
[no address known] Secretary;

Dated 2/2/97

30 3/3/97 Linda Ewald Self Original sent to
949 Ponder Rd. Secretary
Knoxville, TN 37923

31 3/3/97 Joan 0. King Self Original sent to
304 Manor Drive OCRWM Director
Sautee, GA 30571

32 3/3/97 Paul Goettlich Self e-nail
Granger, IL
gottlichesbt.infi.net
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To: I Ocfr960
cc:
From: russtodd C juno.com at pmdfpo@YMPGATE
Date: 02108197 05:31:00 PM
Subject: General Guidelines NOPR Docket Numoer RW-RM-96-100

New Text Item: FILE.TXT

also cc.
Senator Moynihan
Senator D'Amato

This e-mail is about the Dept. of Energy's (D.O.E.) proposal to exempt
Yucca Mountain site in Nevada from any specific or verifiable
disqualifying factors in evaluation for permanent repository, which is part of
Senator Craig's bill S.104.

I'd like to preface my comments with the statement that all bills that
the Dept. of Energy initiates about radioactive waste should also include
propositions that:
1) no new waste can be produced for Nuclear Weapons Production and their
development.
2) nuclear power as an energy production method produces too much hazardous
radioactive waste, therefore all nuclear power plants should be shut down so no
new waste is produced.
3) nuclear waste will probably have to be kept in above ground storage
facilities that can be monitored constantly from above, below and all sides, as
the only way to truly determine if the waste is being safely contained.

As far as the D.O.E proposal on Yucca Mountain goes:
1) The D.O.E. must consider transportation, socio-economic, and environmental
factors in evaluating Yuccs Mountain suitability as a permanent nuclear waste
repository. We live in a democracy and a land of life, not a colony of the
nuclear power and weapons industry and a deserted waste land.

2) The D.O.E. is loosing Scientific and Public credibility when it tries
to drastically change the rules

3) I'he D.O.E. must preserve specific technical parameters that will
qualify or disqualify Yucca Mountain, and these should be the same as
those that would be applied to any site, as current guidelines state.
There should be no compromise when it comes to isolation of nuclear waste from
the environment.

Thank you

Sincerely yours,

Russell Todd
15 Orchard Ct.

Roslyn Heights, NY 11577



15 Orchard Ct.
Roslyn Heights, NY 11S77
Feb. B. 1997

Dear Sec. Of Energy Freddco Pen.

This e-maMetter Is about the Dept. of Energys (D.O.E.) proposal to exempt Yucca Mountain sne
In Nevada (an any specific or verifiable disqualifying factor in evaluation for permanent
repository. which is part of Senator Craig's bill S.104.

I'd like to preface my comments with the sta.tement that alt bills that the Oept. of Energy Initiates
about radioactive waste should also Include propositions that:
1) no new waste can be produced for Nuclear Weapons Production and their development
2) nuclear power as an energy producion method produces too much hazardous radioactive
waste therefore al nudear power plants should be shut down so no new waste I Oroduced.
3) nuclear waite will probably have to be kept In abie ground storage facilities that can be
monitored constantly from above, below and all sides, as the only way to truly detemine If the
waste Ls being safety contained.

As far as the D.O.E prooron Yucca Mountain goes:
1) The D.O.E. must consider transportatIon, socioeconomic. and environmental actors In
evaluating Yucs Mountain suitability as a permanent nuclear waste repository. We live in 
democracy ard a land of life, not a colony of the nuclear power and weapons industry and a
deserted waste land.

2) The D.O.E. is loosing Scientific and Public credibility when it tries to drastically change the
rules

i4 The D.O.E. must preserve specific technical parameters that will qualify or disqualify Yucca
Mountain, and these should be the same as those that would be applied to any site, as current
guidelines state There should be no compromise when It comes to IsoL ion of nuclear waste
from the environment.

Thank you

Sincerely yours.

Russell Todd

Rwq700,3
I



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Washington. D.C. 20240

In Reply Refer To: B 7 1
ER 96/803

Ms. April V. Gil
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Office
P.O.Box 98608
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8608

Dear Ms. Gil:

The United States Department of the Interior (Department) has
reviewed the proposed rule-making for General Guidelines for the
Recommendation of Sites for Nuclear Waste Repositories and offers
the following comments.

As the Department of Energy (DOE) indicated, the original
Guidelines were required by the 1982 Nuclear Waste Policy Act
(NWPA) to guide the screening of 9 sites in the western United
States to select three sites for detailed site characterization
and then selection of a repository location from the three
candidate sites. When the 1987 Amendment to the NWPA eliminated
all sites other than Yucca Mountain, the screening was abruptly
ended, but the requirement to apply the Guidelines to each site
to determine its suitability was not addressed and has remained.
Thus, the Guidelines are a relic of the early 1980s and an
unnecessary burden to a program already under strong criticism
for repeated delays and slippages.

One of the original technical guidelines [9604-2-1 Geohydrology,
(d) Disqualifying Condition] is especially inappropriate for
Yucca Mountain and might provide a basis for expensive legal
challenges and delays, even if the site satisfied all Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) and U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) regulations.

The proposed DOE rule-making to modify the Guidelines is
logical. It declares that the existing postclosure and
preclosure technical guidelines (Subparts C and D, respectively)
are intended only for comparing multiple sites and will not be
used for determining suitability of Yucca Mountain. Instead, a
new guideline, Subpart E - Yucca Mountain Site Guidelines, will
be inserted specifically for that site.



a '

Subpart E is succinct. Compliance will be determined by the
ability of a geologic repository at the site "to meet the
applicable standards through a postclosure system performance
assessment." This is very different from Subpart C which
provides technical guidelines on eight different aspects of a
site's geology, and excludes consideration of any engineered
barriers of a repository. The "applicable standards" are the
EPA standards currently being developed specifically for the
Yucca Mountain site and the NRC regulations that will implement
them.

The proposed EPA standards for Yucca Mountain (required by the
Energy Policy Act of 1992) have not yet been published and are
perhaps six months or more away from their final form, while
the NRC's modifications to their regulations (10 C.F.R.60) for
implementing them are delayed even further. owever, these are
the standards that the repository will have to meet to obtain an
NRC license for construction and operation. Thus, it makes
little sense for DOE to have to comply with existing Guidelines
based on obsolete EPA and NRC regulations that no longer apply
to Yucca Mountain.

The original DOE Guidelines were proposed on February 7, 1983, a
year before NRC proposed consideration of modifications to their
regulations at 10 C.F.R. 60 to include the unsaturated zone and
Yucca Mountain. The final Guidelines were issued eight months
before NRC's final modifications.

While seven of the eight Subsection C postclosure technical
guidelines are fairly reasonable to impose on the Yucca Mountain
Site, the requirement of a ground water travel time (GWTT) of at
least 1,000 years to reach the "accessible environment" is not a
measure of the performance of an unsaturated zone site. This
requirement originated in 1983 in NRC's- regulations at 10 C.F.R.
60, when all sites were in the saturated zone and conventional
wisdom was that GWTT would be fairly simple to establish by
standard hydrologic calculations based upon the regional
hydraulic gradients established largely from existing wells.

The Department submitted comments to the NRC on the proposed
NRC changes to 10 C.F.R. 60 on April 20, 1994. These comments
included the United States Geological Survey's position that
GWTT is -perhaps an inappropriate criterion for an unsaturated
site such as Yucca Mountain and this criterion would be
difficult to demonstrate. There was no provision to assess
water quantity transport over time. As the Department noted,
"It seems inappropriate to reject a site that might have one
cubic meter of water moving through a repository to the
accessible environment in 1,000 years and to accept a site
that might have one million cubic meters of water moving
through it to the accessible environment in 1,500 years."



The Department's concerns were dismissed by the NRC with the
argument that NRC was free to choose lesser values than 1000
years if other factors warranted it. Unfortunately. DOE has
no such flexibility in the existing Guidelines. Thus, a ste
with a GWTT of less than 1000 years could be disqualified by
the Guidelines but licensable by NRC, depending on its overall
performance.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the
proposed rule-making. Should you have any questions related to
these comments, please do not hesitate to contact Dr. Vijai N.
Rai of this Office at (202) 208-6661.

Sincerely.

illie R. Taylor
Director
Office of Environmental Policy

and Compliance



April V. Gil feB l 0197
U. S. Department of Energy
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
Yucca Mountain Site Characterzation Office
PO Box 98808
Las Vegas. NV 89193-8608

Dear Ms. Gil,
This is the letter I sent this week to Senator Craig. Re: S-104.
I hope you will not only find it of interest, but also find a way to implement it.
I would appreciate any comments or suggestions about how your site could
be used for this emergency plan. I would like to Include this proposal in my
report to the NRC with as much detail as possible. Thanks.
Sincerely,
Stephen Dwyer

Dear Senator Craig.
Please reconsider the Nuclear Waste Storage Plan proposed under S-104.

I strongly oppose the moving of vast amounts of high level materials
without a more thourough plan. I know that the situation is critical and
something must be done, but such a thin plan is not the answer. It would
lead into an even greater problem in the short term.

I would like to recommend that this plan be modified to involve the shipment
of only the most dangerous and critical materials, perhaps only 10% of the
proposal. The top of the list would be the huge number of rods at San Onofre
SONGS in S. CA. These rods are In the most dangerous seismic zone and could
cause the most damage. I have been working with the NRC to implement an
Emergency Removal Plan for SONGS 12&3. These rods should be moved Immediately to NV
or
AZ. out of the seismic zone and high population areas.

A sucessful small scale emergency removal could help prove up tie new technology and only
then should a larger plan be contemplated. There needs to be more public and scientific imput
also. All our Jives are on the line.

An emergency Spent Fuel Pool, similar to the current ones but better, could
be put in place very quickly. San Onofre Spent Fuel could be moved to NV. which
is one of the shorter routes, and then more sophisticated technology could be tried. A step by
step proceedure Is absolutly necessary.

Please modify the plan to make it realistic and it could be started very
quickly and without so much controversy. A rational and scientific plan could
be acceptable to the public. I'm sure most everyone would like to see San OnofreO
cleaned up, since it involves so many people and the Pacific Ocean. Other critical sites would be
the permanently shut down sites first, the ones that are over capacity and still operating and then
the others. including perhaps some
miscellaneous but critical stockpiles.

Time is running out for S. CA as the Big Quaker Is now overdue.
Lets not waste It on a too much, too soon, unscientific plan that will be delayed and mired in
controversy Indefinately.

Please ust start with San Onofre.

Sincerely,
Stephen Dwyer. airman
Southwest Mineral Research Foundation
714-731-1335
smdewdc.net



Jerry Manlove
1500 Park Ave, #106
Minneapolis, Mn 5540
Feb. 12, 1997

April V. Gil
U.S. Department of Energy. OCRWM
Yucca Mtn. Site Char Office
P.O. Boc 98608
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8608

Dear April Gil,

Re# Please don't lower EPA tandards so Yucca Flat can be
accepted for storage for nuclear waste.

Greenpeace indicates that the Department of Energy (DOE)
finally figured our that Yucca Mountain in Nevada would be
disqualified as if DOE's rules for siting nuclear waste
repositories were applied. I am very unhappy that the DOE
proposed changing the rules so that the general guidelines
for the Recommendation of Sites for Nuclear Waste
repositories do not apply to Yucca Mountain, the only site
under consideration.

DOEs proposed revisions would eliminate consideration of
geologic, hydrologic. transportation and other conditions
and factors. I am against your changes where the DOE would
determine whether or not tho overall performance at Yucca
Mountain would simply comply with a yet-to-be developed
U.S. PA standard, and then recommend the site for a
repository.

since

ember of Greenpeace
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5)January 10. 1997
304 Manor D ive
Sautee, GA 30571

Daniel Dryfus, Director
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Ave.
Washington, DC

Dear Mr. Dryfus,

I am writing to request an extension to the public comment period on the
Department's published proposed rule (Monday Dec. 16, 1996 Vol. 61, Number 242,
pages 66157-66169) to revise 10CFR960 "General Guidelines for the
Recommendation of Sites for Nuclear Waste Repc es.

For a number of years now I have follov. UE's activities closely. While I am
not professionally Involved, I have read extens, > y and have received some technical
training. I am one of your stakeholders and ar on your mailing list.

The DOE has made an effort to appear more ciizen friendly". I appreciate It,
but I am beginning to doubt your sincerity. Once again your comment period is too
short and too Inconvenient.

Nuclear waste transportation Is everyone's problem. It's not something that can
should be decided by a privileged few. I am a local LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS
president. The LEAGUE Is doing the best it can to educate the public. (See their
recent issue brief, TRANSPORTING RADIOACTIVE SPENT FUEL) However, t takes
time.

If you were really Interested In citizen Input, you would help us promote public
forums on the subject. These limited comment periods are beginning to look more and
more like a sham.

Sincerely,

Joan . Klng 7

PUJl 10C031



To: 1OCFR960
cc:
From: gottlich C sbtininet at pmdfpo@YMPGATE
Date: 03/01/97 07:34:00 AM
Subject: Nuclear waste transport

New Text Item: FILE.TXT

I would like to comment on this project.

This is an ill conceved project from the start. It is a thinly vailed
excuse for the commercial utlility companies to be free of the liability
of the waste product of thier power production. What is accomplished by
this transportation project is the placement of liability on the
taxpayers for thousands of years while the utility companies have no further
liabilty.

This project only furthers the risk of injury to people and planet and
complicates the storage of the high level nuclear waste. It opens the
do.r to untold possibilities of terror by putting the waste into the
hands of contractors who will generally be the lowest bidders which have
the lowest level of employee relations, and thus, will be employing some
of the lowest level of skilled and competent drivers.

This project named Mobile Chernobyl should be ended before it begins.

Thank oyu for your time,
Paul Goettlich
Grangar IN


