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From: Courtney Hanson [mailto:courtney@georgiawand.org]  
Sent: Friday, December 20, 2013 1:18 PM 
To: RulemakingComments Resource 
Subject: Docket ID No. NRC-2012-0246 
 
Please find attached the Alliance for Nuclear Accoutnability's comments on Docket ID No. NRC-2012-
0246 Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Waste Confidence Rule.  
 
Thank you, 
-Courtney Hanson 
--  
Courtney Hanson 
Director of Organizing and Communication 
 
Georgia Women’s Action for New Directions (Georgia WAND) 
250 Georgia Avenue 
Atlanta, GA 30312 
404-524-5999 (office) 
308-631-8543 (cell) 
404-524-7593 (fax) 
courtney@georgiawand.org 
www.georgiawand.org 
 
www.facebook.com/GeorgiaWAND 
www.twitter.com/GeorgiaWAND 
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December 20, 2013 

TO: US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

FROM:  Courtney Hanson, Board of Directors 

RE: Docket ID No. NRC-2012-0246 Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement and 
Proposed Waste Confidence Rule 

 
The Alliance for Nuclear Accountability (ANA) is a network of 34 organizations from across the 
United States working to address issues of nuclear weapons production and waste cleanup. For 
26 years, ANA has brought together constituents from downwind and downstream of nuclear 
sites. ANA member groups have vast expertise in waste cleanup and storage and represent 
communities affected by high-level nuclear waste (HLW) and spent nuclear fuel (SNF). 
 
ANA appreciates the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s efforts to collect public input on the 
draft Generic Waste Confidence Environmental Impact Statement through written comments as 
well as public meetings, which ANA groups attended in their regions. 
 

ANA’s long-established principles regarding nuclear waste 
ANA member organizations have ongoing, direct experience with HLW and SNF. Through its 
consensus decision-making process, ANA has developed principles that guide our work. The 
nine principles discussed here are essential elements of a scientifically sound, publicly accepted 
nuclear waste program.  
 

A. ANA supports interim storage of high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel as close to the 
point of generation as possible, as safely as possible. The Department of Energy (DOE) 
has approximately 90 million gallons of HLW; most is stored in more than 230 tanks at 
Hanford, Washington; Savannah River Site, South Carolina; and Idaho National Lab, 
Idaho. DOE also manages about 2,500 metric tons of SNF. About 70,000 metric tons of 
commercial SNF is primarily stored at the reactor sites; about 2,000 metric tons more 
commercial SNF is created each year. ANA supports improved storage for HLW liquids 
and sludges immediately and solidification of those wastes as soon as possible. ANA 
recognizes that HLW and SNF will continue to be stored at DOE sites for decades. ANA 
supports Hardened On-Site Storage (HOSS) for commercial SNF to reduce the amount 
and density of spent fuel in storage pools, increase the amount of SNF in dry storage, and 
improve the safeguards to reduce the impacts of natural or human events. 

 

B. ANA opposes consolidated spent nuclear fuel storage facilities. Consolidated SNF 
storage facilities are inconsistent with the first principle of safe storage that it be as close 



 
as possible to the generation site. Consolidated storage requires nuclear waste 
transportation, which is costly and endangers millions of people along shipping routes. 
Consolidated storage is not disposal, but it could become de facto disposal. Consolidated 
storage does not “solve” SNF storage at reactors, because operating reactors will continue 
to generate more waste. Consolidated storage likely would increase worker exposure at 
the power plant and would certainly increase worker exposures during transportation and 
at the consolidated storage site.  

 

C.  ANA supports scientifically sound, publicly accepted environmental protection standards 
before any SNF disposal site selection activities begin. The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) should engage in a rulemaking process to establish new disposal 
standards. That process requires adequate funding from Congress. EPA standards should 
be in place before any siting work commences so that generic standards guide the site 
selection process. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) should be required to 
establish HOSS standards by rulemaking for licensed reactors.  

 

D. ANA opposes Yucca Mountain, which is a technically flawed, politically chosen site. As 
the State of Nevada, tribal, and non-governmental organizations have shown, Yucca 
Mountain has many technical flaws, including seismic and volcanic issues and rapid 
groundwater flow, which preclude the site from meeting adequate disposal standards. In 
1987, Congress inappropriately selected Yucca Mountain as the sole repository site, a 
clearly political, not technical, decision.  

 

E. ANA supports independent state and federal regulation of SNF storage and disposal 
facilities. Independent regulation is essential for technically sound nuclear waste 
facilities, confidence in the competence and oversight of their management, and to ensure 
effective public participation and accountability. Fifty years of little or no regulation of 
nuclear weapons facilities resulted in contamination of those sites that will take decades 
and hundreds of billions of dollars to address. Additional legislation is required to 
establish a robust regulatory regime, which must include elimination of the pre-emption 
of state and federal regulation of radionuclides.  

 

F. ANA supports an early and substantive role for tribes, states, and the public in decision 
making. ANA’s experience with DOE sites demonstrates that the effects of nuclear 
activities extend far beyond the immediate area. In fact, the “affected public” is not just 
people in the “host” community, but includes people near other nuclear facilities and 
even other states.  

 



 
G. ANA opposes reprocessing. Reprocessing for nuclear weapons accounts for much of the 

contamination at DOE sites, and the HLW from reprocessing remains an immediate and 
long-term health and environmental threat. Commercial reprocessing at West Valley, 
New York, also was an environmental and economic disaster that remains a burden. It is 
clear that fissile materials should not be separated from spent fuel. ANA is aware that 
consolidated SNF storage is seen by some as a way to promote reprocessing. For 
example, the SRS Community Reuse Organization report of March 2013 endorsed a 
linkage between spent fuel storage and reprocessing.  

 

H. ANA opposes expanding the mission of the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) to include 
disposal of commercial waste or high-level waste. Since 1979, federal law has limited 
WIPP to handling defense transuranic waste. It would do great damage to the credibility 
of laws and agreements covering any future nuclear waste storage or disposal site if the 
WIPP mission were changed. Moreover, WIPP is technically precluded from accepting 
such waste because of various deficiencies, including that it is surrounded by many oil 
and gas wells and that bedded salt is rapidly deformed by thermally hot waste.  

 

I. ANA supports limiting future nuclear waste generation, including a phased closure of 
commercial nuclear power plants. As long as the amount of commercial SNF continues to 
increase, storage capacity must continue to expand in tandem, and the final amount of 
waste requiring disposal is unknown. Without knowing the scope of the problem, 
effective solutions cannot be fully implemented. ANA supports a sustainable energy 
policy that focuses on increased energy efficiency and clean renewable energy 
technologies. 

 

Problematic Aspects of the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statementand Proposed 
Waste Confidence Rule 

 

Incorrect Assumptions 

Instead of fully examining the risks of spent fuel storage, the NRC incorrectly assumes that spent 
fuel can and will be safely stored above ground indefinitely and that government institutions will 
be able to adequately regulate and oversee that activity forever. It assumes a physical, social, and 
political world so static that spent fuel storage containers can be replaced approximately once 
every 100 years until the end of time. The base assumptions upon which the draft GEIS rests not 
only defy logic but violate the Nuclear Waste Policy Act as well as the NRC’s own regulations. 
The longer term storage scenarios envisaged in the draft GEIS are all but guaranteed to lead to de 



 
facto permanent storage in the biosphere. That is exactly the outcome US nuclear waste policy 
was developed to avoid. 

In addition, the NRC considers the continued storage of spent fuel a generic activity that is 
similar at all commercial nuclear power plants and storage facilities. It fails to take into account 
individual considerations for individual sites such as reactors sited in geologically sensitive 
areas, coastal sites vulnerable due to sea level rise or those located near other sites housing 
nuclear waste, such as Department of Energy nuclear weapons facilities. The cumulative effects 
and unique characteristics of each site should be considered. A generic analysis is not 
appropriate or effective in evaluating the full range of environmental impacts from waste storage.  

Spent Fuel Pool Risks 

The draft GEIS fails to address the full range of risks associated with spent fuel pools in terms of 
fires and leaks, and thus fails to provide adequate protection for public health and safety. Spent 
fuel pools in the US are currently packed beyond their originally engineered capacity, in some 
cases up to nine times beyond capacity.i The draft GEIS assumes spent fuel pools will remain 
full, and therefore at risk of fire, for 60 years after reactors are decommissioned and greatly 
downplays fire risk based on a flawed risk assessment. The draft GEIS completely fails to take 
into consideration risk of fire as a result of an attack on high-density spent fuel pools.  In 
addition, the draft GEIS claims the impacts of spent fuel pool leaks to be insignificant, but fails 
to take into account the significance of past leaks, which have plagued communities for decades.  

Public Input 

The proposed Waste Confidence Rule would effectively exclude public comments on nuclear 
waste production as part of future reactor licensing procedures. Because the rule would 
incorporate the draft GEIS’s assumption that nuclear waste can and will be safely stored 
indefinitely, discussion about waste storage would not be up for public discourse, a vital element 
of a publically accepted nuclear waste program. 

Conclusion 

The draft Environmental Impact Statement is inconsistent with the Nuclear Waste Policy Act and 
does not adequately protect human life or the environment. It should be withdrawn. The 
proposed Waste Confidence rule does not move national policy toward a sustainable solution to 
nuclear waste management. Instead it strives to find a waste policy that will allow the NRC to 
license new reactors without public input regarding spent fuel storage. The proposed rule should 
be withdrawn. 

 

 



 
                                                           
iSee Lochbaum, David, Director, Nuclear Safety Project, Union of Concerned Scientists, testimony before the 
Senate Committee on energy and Natural Resources, July 20, 2013. 
http://www.energy.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/files/serve?File_id=89dbc888-171c-4f77-8ecf-83a0055fcfb9 
 


