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Chief Cindy Bladey
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C.

Dear Cindy Bladey,

I am writing in regards to Nuclear Waste Confidence Decision and Rule. There needs
to full attention to the issues stated below, which as a citizen I hold very important.

NRC's Oct. 26, 2012 Federal Register Notice announcing the public comment opportu-
nity on its scoping proceeding in the lead up to a court-ordered Environinental Impact
Statement (EIS) on its Nuclear Waste Confidence Decision and Rule is legally deficient.
It does not clearly describe the proposed federal action, nor the preferred alternative(s).
Due to those fatal legal flaws, the Federal Register Notice must be withdrawn, cor-
rected, and re-issued. In the meantime, this proceeding must be suspended by NRC,
and the allotted time for public comments must be re-started from the beginning.

The time frame for making public comment (October 26, 2012 to January 2,2013) is ab-
surdly short. A six-month time period for making public comments is more
reasonable. The public comment deadline should be significantly extended.

A single in-person hearing (Nov. l4th at NRC HQ in Rockville, MD), and a imere handful
of webinars, is far from enough. In-person public comment meetings should be held in
every nuclear power plant community, supplemented each time with the remote
webinar/teleconference participation option for those unable to attend in person . At
the bare minimum, in-person public comment meetings should be held in each re-
gion of the country.

Also, NRC should stop rushing this environmental impact statement process. Just
last year, NRC staff estimated it would take 7 years to do a quality job on an EIS. But
now, NRC is rushing the entire process in just 2 years. NRC should extend comment
deadlines, and hold public comment periods in every atomic reactor community, to do a
comprehensive, high quality EIS.

CEASE all NRC licenses enabling atomic reactors to generate high-level radioactive
waste!

Urge NRC to include in its EIS scope the preferred alternative of the agency not approv-
ing any more new reactor combined Construction and Operating License Applications
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(COLA), nor approving any more old reactor 20-year license extensions. That way, no
more high-level radioactive waste, for which there is no solution after 70 years of split-
ting atoms, will be generated. In short, STOP MAKING IT! The only safe, sound solution
for high-level radioactive waste is to not make it (or, in NRC's case, allow it to be made)
in the first place!

For wastes that already exist, urge NRC to require Hardened On-Site Storage.

For wastes that already exist, urge NRC to include Hardened On-Site Storage (HOSS,
a phrase coined by Dr. Arjun Makhijani of IEER in 2002) as the preferred alternative.
High-level radioactive waste must be transferred out of water pools, at risk of cata-
strophic radioactivity releases in the event of a loss of cooling and consequent radioactive
waste inferno. But on-site dry cask storage must be significantly upgraded. Dry casks
must be designed and fabricated well, with full quality assurance. They must be designed
to withstand terrorist attack (as by camouflage, fortifications, and adequate spacing in be-
tween casks), to safeguard against accidents, and to prevent radioactivity leakage into the
environment for the decades or centuries the wastes will be stuck at the reactor sites. (In
2003, Dr. Gordon Edwards of IRSS published a report, commissioned by Citizens
Awareness Network, entitled "Robust Storage." See the executive summary of this report,
including an illustration of a "robust storage" design for dry casks. (Table 1 and Figure 2
enclosed in letter. Also see the Statement of Principles for Safeguarding Nuclear Waste at
Reactors, signed by nearly 200 environmental organizations.)

The risks of pool fires must be considered in this EIS. The precarious situation at Fu-
kushima Daiichi Unit 4 --where a 7.0 earthquake could cause the complete collapse of the
reactor building -- risks 135 tons of irradiated fuel catching fire, and releasing ten times
the radioactive cesium-137 as was released by the Chernobyl nuclear catastrophe, directly
into the environment. This would dwarf the radioactivity released thus far by the Fu-
kushima nuclear catastrophe. But pools at most US. atomic reactors contain several
times more high-level radioactive waste than does Fukushima Daiichi Unit 4, mean-
ing the potential catastrophes downwind, downstream, up the food chain, and down the
generations would be even worse here in the event of a pool fire, whether caused by a
sudden drain down (due to an earthquake, heavy load drop, terrorist attack, etc.) or a
slower motion boil down (due to loss of off-site electricity, whether due to a natural dis-
aster such as a hurricane, an intentional attack, a reactor accident causing abandonment of
the nuclear power plant site, etc.).

Radioactivity leaks from storage pools - into soil, groundwater, and surface waters -

should also be included in the EIS scope. After all, leaks from pools have already oc-
curred at more than a half-dozen nuclear sites across the U.S., such as from Indian
Point into groundwater which then flows into the Hudson River, not far upstream from
New York City.

Both industry and NRC whistleblowers have identified, major quality assurance viola-
tions with current U.S. dry cask storage design and fabrication. These QA violations
must be corrected for dry cask storage systems before they can be considered for use in
Hardened On-Site Storage.



The many problems that have occurred over the years and decades with dry cask stor-
age - from explosions, to leaks, to design and fabrication flaws, as well as security vul-
nerabilities -- must be included in the EIS scope, and preferred alternatives identified,
such as HOSS.

Seismic risks to dry cask storage - such as Palisades' violation of NRC earthquake
safety regulations, as well as the damage done to North Anna's dry cask storage by the
August 23, 2011 earthquake - must also be included in the EIS.

This information was provided to me on December 4,2012 by Kevin Kamps, Radioac-
tive Waste Watchdog, Beyond Nuclear, kevin@beyondnuclear.org, (240)
462-3216, www.beyondnuclear.org.

Sincerely yours,

Carla Falkner
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MODE OF ATTACK CHARACTERISTICS PRESENT DEFENSE
Commando-style attack - Could involve heavy Alarms, fences and

weapons and lightly-armed guards,
sophisticated tactics with offsite backup

* Successful attack
would require
substantial planning
and resources

Land-vehicle bomb 0 Readily obtainable Vehicle barriers at entry

* Highly destructive if points to Protected Area

detonated at target
Anti-tank missile e Readily obtainable None if missile

* Highly destructive at launched from offsite

point of impact
Commercial aircraft * More difficult to None

obtain than pre-9 / 11

* Can destroy larger,
softer targets

Explosive-laden smaller 9 Readily obtainable None
aircraft * Can destroy smaller,

harder targets
lO-kilotonne nuclear * Difficult to obtain None
weapon 0 Assured destruction

I if detonated at target

TABLE 1

SOME POTENTIAL MODES OF ATTACK ON
CIVILIAN NUCLEAR FACILITIES
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Ground

FIGURE 2

SCHEMATIC VIEW OF PROPOSED DESIGN
FOR HARDENED, DRY STORAGE

Notes

1. Cooling channels would be inclined, to prevent pooling of jet fuel, and
would be configured to preclude line-of-sight access to the dry-storage
module.
2. The tube, cap and pad surrounding the dry-storage module would be tied
together with steel rods, and spacer blocks would prevent the module from
moving inside the tube.
3. The steel/ concrete tube could be buttressed by several triangular panels
connecting the tube and the base pad.


