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General Comment

Docket ID NRC-2012-0246 Comment

In the 1984 Decision, the Commission made five findings. However, significant changes have been made to the
findings but the Commission failed to provide convincing explanations. For instance, “[t]he Commission finds
reasonable assurance that one or more mined geologic repositories for commercial high-level radioactive waste
and spent nuclear fuel will be available by the years 2007-2009 ...” was changed into “[t]he Commission finds
reasonable assurance that at least one mined geologic repository will be available within the first quarter of the
twenty-first century...,” and, again, was revised as “[t]he Commission finds reasonable assurance that sufficient
mined geologic repository capacity will be available to dispose of the commercial high-level radioactive waste
and spent nuclear fuel generated by any reactor when necessary.” However, the Commission admitted in the
discussion section that a national consensus for the site of a repository will not likely to be reached. The reality
is there will not be one in the foreseeable future. Moreover, the time length of continued spent nuclear fuel
storage was revised many times without sufficient support. Originally, the Commission stated, “... spent nuclear
fuel generated in any reactor can be safely stored at least 30 years beyond the expiration of that reactor’s
operating license.” Later it was changed into “...at least 30 years beyond the licensed life for operation (which
may include the term of a revised or renewed license) of that reactor;” the added brackets indicate another 20 or
40 years. Finally it was replaced by ... at least 60 years beyond the licensed life for operation (which may
include the term of a revised or renewed license) of that reactor;” the added brackets indicate an additional 30 or
60 years for Generation III reactors. In summary, the time scale has been changed from about 30 years to up to
300 years. The Commission should provide sufficient evidence to support why we can extend the continued
storage period up to 300 years, given that the nuclear waste disposal procedure has not changed much.

The DGEIS only analyzed reasonably-foreseeable events, such as design-basis and severe accident, and did not
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include worst-case scenarios. However, as the development of nuclear technology, the safety standards of
nuclear power plants have been upgraded. As we can see from the IAEA Specific Safety Requirements [1],
Design Extension Conditions have been required to be considered. Therefore, it is necessary to include certain
ensemble of worst-case scenarios.

In addition, by asserting that the environment around spent nuclear fuel storage facilities is well understood and
can be reasonably predicted, the Waste Confidence only provides generic determination on continued storage of
spent nuclear fuel, instead of complex site-specific evaluations. The argument is merely based on excessive
confidence in the U.S. operation experience of nuclear power plants and that the environment impacts are
sufficiently understood. When it comes to safety, we should take a more skeptic attitude. In order to refine the
determination of continued storage, the Commission should adopt site-specific methods as a supplement to the
generic evaluation. At least some sites, such as research reactors, MOX fueled reactors, and high-temperature
gas-cooled reactor (HTGR) should be evaluated using site-specific method.

References

[1] Specific Safety Requirements. No. SSR-2/1 & SSR-2/2, IAEA Safety Standards, 2012.

Attachments

Docket ID NRC-2012-0246 comment

https://www.fdms.gov/fdms-web-agency/component/contentstreamer?objectld=09000064814809e¢6&for... 11/15/2013



Docket ID NRC-2012-0246 Comment

In the 1984 Decision, the Commission made five findings. However, significant changes have
been made to the findings but the Commission failed to provide convincing explanations. For
instance, “[tlhe Commission finds reasonable assurance that one or more mined geologic
repositories for commercial high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel will be available
by the years 2007-2009 ...” was changed into “[t]he Commission finds reasonable assurance that
at least one mined geologic repository will be available within the first quarter of the twenty-first
century...,” and, again, was revised as “[tlhe Commission finds reasonable assurance that
sufficient mined geologic repository capacity will be available to dispose of the commercial
high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel generated by any reactor when necessary.”
However, the Commission admitted in the discussion section that a national consensus for the
site of a repository will not likely to be reached. The reality is there will not be one in the
foreseeable future. Moreover, the time length of continued spent nuclear fuel storage was revised
many times without sufficient support. Originally, the Commission stated, “... spent nuclear fuel
generated in any reactor can be safely stored at least 30 years beyond the expiration of that
reactor’s operating license.” Later it was changed into “...at least 30 years beyond the licensed
life for operation (which may include the term of a revised or renewed license) of that reactor;”
the added brackets indicate another 20 or 40 years. Finally it was replaced by “... at least 60
years beyond the licensed life for operation (which may include the term of a revised or renewed
license) of that reactor;” the added brackets indicate an additional 30 or 60 years for Generation
III reactors. In summary, the time scale has been changed from about 30 years to up to 300 years.
The Commission should provide sufficient evidence to support why we can extend the continued
storage period up to 300 years, given that the nuclear waste disposal procedure has not changed
much.

The DGEIS only analyzed reasonably-foreseeable events, such as design-basis and severe
accident, and did not include worst-case scenarios. However, as the development of nuclear
technology, the safety standards of nuclear power plants have been upgraded. As we can see
from the IAEA Specific Safety Requirements [1], Design Extension Conditions have been
required to be considered. Therefore, it is necessary to include certain ensemble of worst-case
scenarios.

In addition, by asserting that the environment around spent nuclear fuel storage facilities is well
understood and can be reasonably predicted, the Waste Confidence only provides generic
determination on continued storage of spent nuclear fuel, instead of complex site-specific
evaluations. The argument is merely based on excessive confidence in the U.S. operation



experience of nuclear power plants and that the environment impacts are sufficiently understood.
When it comes to safety, we should take a more skeptic attitude. In order to refine the
determination of continued storage, the Commission should adopt site-specific methods as a
supplement to the generic evaluation. At least some sites, such as research reactors, MOX fueled
reactors, and high-temperature gas-cooled reactor (HTGR) should be evaluated using site-
specific method.

References

[1]  Specific Safety Requirements. No. SSR-2/1 & SSR-2/2, IAEA Safety Standards, 2012.



