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Eureka County 
Yucca Mountain Information Office 

P.O. Box 714 
Eureka, Nevada 89316 

 Telephone 775/237-5372     FAX 775/237-5708 

December 17, 2013 

Secretary 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC  20555-0001 
ATTN: Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff 
Via email: rulemaking.comments@nrc.gov 

RE:  Docket ID NRC-2012-0246, Waste Confidence Draft Generic Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Eureka County offers the following comments on the NRC Draft Generic EIS and draft 
rule on Waste Confidence. Eureka County is an affected unit of local government under 
Section 116 of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. 

In our experience with nuclear waste planning and management as an Affected Unit of 
Local Government, transportation issues have been ignored or postponed. We believe 
that the integrity of the spent nuclear fuel (SNF), fuel rod cladding and the components of 
the fuel assemblies is essential to the safe transportation of SNF.  As an affected unit of 
local government who will be primarily affected by transportation of SNF through our 
County, we must have assurance that the SNF can be transported safely in both normal 
transportation and during transportation incidents.   

In our comments submitted during the scoping process for this EIS, we specifically 
requested that the EIS address the research needs identified by the NRC staff to develop 
the necessary information to address the risk of long term storage of SNF.  Specifically, 
the staff identified the following high priority research needs: 

“NRC staff concludes that the following potential degradation mechanisms or drivers 
should be addressed first (Priority 1): 

• Stress corrosion cracking (SCC) of stainless steel canister body and welds 
• Corrosion, SCC, embrittlement, and mechanical degradation of cask bolts 
• Swelling of fuel pellets due to helium in-growth, and fuel rod pressurization due 
to additional fuel fragmentation, helium release, and fission gas release during 
accidents 

The items listed in the third bullet, concerning fuel and cladding, are highlighted for early 
attention because if they are shown to be unlikely to compromise cladding, other 
cladding-related mechanisms may become less significant. 
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NRC staff also recommends that first priority be given to the following crosscutting 
areas: 

• Thermal calculations 
• Effects of residual moisture after normal drying 
• Development of in-service monitoring methods for storage systems and 
components 

These areas have significance for multiple SCCs and degradation processes. 
Improvements in thermal calculations, for example, can help enhance understanding of 
performance of system components both inside (e.g., fuel and cladding) and on the 
exterior (susceptibility of canisters to SCC). By the same token, residual moisture can 
affect potential corrosion of cladding or fuel assembly hardware during storage; the 
potential significance depends on the amount of moisture and how it may interact with 
the components. 

NRC staff considers the ability to monitor system components for degradation to be a 
valuable tool for ensuring continued safety of SNF storage. The design of any monitoring 
program depends on what specific degradation processes are of interest, so development 
of specific monitoring techniques should be closely tied to research on the high-priority 
degradation phenomena. The monitoring program should also consider the intended 
safety function of the systems and components, to inform monitoring of the onset and 
propagation of known degradation mechanisms, and to target unexpected deterioration of 
performance.  (Draft Report for Comment: Identification and Prioritization of the 
Technical Information Needs Affecting Potential Regulation of Extended Storage and 
Transportation of Spent Nuclear Fuel, May 2012). 

This high priority information identified by the staff is essential to the determination that 
after long term storage, SNF can be transported safely.  Unfortunately, the draft GEIS 
does not address this concern.  It is difficult to understand how one can conclude that the 
waste can be stored safely for extended periods of time without addressing these critical 
information needs raised by the NRC staff. 

In our scoping comments, we also noted that it is essential that this EIS integrate the 
systems components of the nuclear power industry, including its nuclear wastes and 
components of the SNF transportation system, in order to produce a useful and 
meaningful analysis. By conducting a generic EIS, the EIS fails to address this concern.

An example of this problem is the way that the EIS addresses the need to replace 
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installations (ISFSI), storage canisters, and casks.
Without looking at specific sites where SNF is stored, the EIS fails to consider the real 
possibility that there may not be room on the existing sites to construct the necessary Dry 
Transfer Systems (DTS) and ISFSI.  Without adequate space on site, it may be necessary 
to transport the SNF to a location where the SNF can be repackaged in the replacement 
canisters and casks. 

The EIS also assumes that the necessary DTS can be constructed and operated 
successfully, in spite of the fact that one has not been built and operated.  The EIS uses a 
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DTS design that was never licensed or constructed as a generic example of what would 
be constructed.  NRC found that, “The DTS concept has merit,” but never considered a 
license application for such a facility. 

The EIS does not adequately assess the impacts associated with transportation of SNF 
after long term storage.  The assessment of transportation impacts is limited primarily to 
the inconsequential transportation impacts associated with the construction of DTSs and 
replacement ISFSIs in a generic manner.  The EIS deals with the risk, and hence impact 
of SNF transportation by relying on previous studies conducted and the risk of 
transportation of SNF.  Many of these studies are dated (e.g.  an AEC analysis dated 
1972; an NRC FEIS dated 1977, etc.).  Those studies that have been conducted recently 
have not considered the issues associated with possible SNF degradation such as stress 
corrosion cracking, embrittlement, and swelling of fuel pellets as identified as issues in 
the NRC staff report on information needed for long term storage assessment. 

Finally, Eureka County agrees that it is reasonable to use a scenario in the assessment that 
includes development of a repository sited through a consensus based process as 
recommended by the Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future. However, 
assuming that a geologic repository will be available by 2048 based solely on DOE’s 
stated goal of having a repository operational by 2048 is unreasonable.  This is important 
since the “the NRC continues to believe that 25 to 35 years is a reasonable period for 
repository development (e.g., candidate site selection and characterization, final site 
selection, licensing review, and initial construction for acceptance of waste” (Draft GEIS 
page 2-18).  This ignores a critical finding by the Blue Ribbon Commission that a 
problem with the previous siting effort was the reliance on arbitrary dates.  No action to 
date indicates that it is reasonable to assume that a repository can be operational in the 25 
to 35 year time frame.  If anything, past experience would suggest that a much longer 
time frame should be considered as the “short term” time frame to be analyzed as one of 
the scenarios. 

Thank you for considering the comments of Eureka County, Nevada. 

Sincerely,

Abigail C. Johnson 
Nuclear Waste Advisor 

cc:  Ron Damele 

  Abigail Johnson


