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Sir:
This letter is in reply to the notice iplished in the Federal Register
Vol. 46 No. 142 of July 24, 1981, inviting public commedt on proposed am-
mendments to the Nuclear Regulatory Commis 's 8 to provide specific
requirements for licensing of land disposal of radicactive wastes. I under-
stand that the comment period has been extended to December 31, 1981 and

I hasten to submit these comments with the postmark of that day.

The proposed rule making stands to become a landmark governing the disposal
of low-level radicactive wastes as it, together with its detailled L-volume
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, represents the fruit of considerable
and long-time effort of the Commission's staff, embodying their philosophy
of government and experience with controlling the nuclear community.

As a member of that community I have p- “sonally felt the heavy hand of this
control, its slow and inscrutable working, vhich, with all the gcod intentions
and byzantine ritual of decision making, discourages and kills private initia-
tive due to the mismatch of relaxation times between legalistic government
action and te firercial ability of the "regulated" to survive long enough to
benefit from the action,

The present document substitutes recordkeeping and many layers of surveil-
lance for technology available yet poorly understood by both regulators and
the lay public. It substitutes "common sense"” and proof by delay and survival
for sound technical understanding and will invariably succeed to kill vhat

it purpotes to regulate and make safe.,

I shall direct my comments tovard two areas: The licensing process and the
DS,O VWaste disposal tachnology, both subject of the proposed rulemaking which is with
s detailled emphasis overdoing the former what it lacks with respect to the latter,

1/ The establishment of a disposal site and the operatich’ef’a disposal facility
Aw-_ for lcw-level radicactive wastes is a serious enterprﬁg‘{tegniring rve,sponsi'.ble
| L # 1 people, The requirements for establishing such facilitles)urgently needed by
D. Sas’ the nuclear utility industry and others, as laid down by the ‘préposed document,
"./Jbll) will de factc eliminate any private enterprise from the conteptioniang reserve
dhsal st it to utility consortia and branches of the "government" which can proove fi-
L Lad nancial capabilities for the long times contemplat 'd and can afford the finan-
b""J - cing of the legal circus surely to develop upon the promulgation of the propo-
sed document. Indeed much emphasis is placed on the establishment of this fi-
nancial capability which is clearly seen as needed to keep the hordes of lawyers
and "experts" in business who will migrate, like a minstral show from hearing
to hearing as site after site in endless revolution attempts to attain the re-
quired S-yearly extensicn of its existence permit. Personal experience regar-
dirg to these types of "public hearings" carried out presently by the Commission
encourages me to nothing but scepticism, as such hearings typically drag on
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not for months but years, consult "experts" who make & carreer of it or house
wives and people not at all familiar with the issues, who however qualify as
concerned citizens and discuss subjects far afield,

The preser’ docunent requires site prepara on surveys that effectually drag on
for at leart a decade per site., The dosymentiation for each is bound to fill
more pages than NUREG U782, De facts. this must be cleared with the "evurtual
owner" of the site, fer wiless suca commitaent is there ahead of time the en-
tire preparation survey effort may be for nuught., This pre-commitment is dif-
ficult to obtain as peliti sl cvrrents may eucourage theeventual "owner™ to
rescind its willingness tc inherit the site,

Prior to the issuance o the construction license pubiic nearinge would be held
as per 10CFR Part 2, Inlervenors will be sure to emerge and the preparation
for the hearings, with the viewing of the preparatory documentation etc,

by the lawyers of the intervenors, the legal extens'.ous granted during ile
"discovery phase" ¢tc, drag out the process for months, eay nothing ahoui the
actual hearings.

Subsequent to the issuance of the license the lané disposal facility is qon-
structed and waste recei- % and disposal ¢ erati ns start. At int<.vals syecified
in the licenss, the normal term for mater 4ls licenses is currertly 5 years, the
licensee would be required to submis a license renewnl applicatics,..., A pudlic
hearing would be offered. 1i.e. the son and dance would start all cver agein
after hardly encugh time to start up, aud closing of the facilliy would be dis-
cussed, And this every five years]! I have & hard tine seeing aow uhe facility
could make cnough :oney, leave alone profit, to suppont this,

O the licensce finds out that there is no tusiness werrantis, the operation,
and he applies for closing the sitz, he has to submlt ¢ final closure plan
for review and spprovel, "A public nearimg would Y2 offered”, T wonder whether
he will still tc around after this, w'ess the licensee is hiuscli guvernment,
The "generator" of the waste, will, of course, be r2quired to €inance the dis-
posal of his waste and the revenues from the fees he pays will have to keep
the "licensee" in business, The ccsts oi disposal, I foresee, will become so
excrbitant as to greatly discourage the “generator" to send auything for dis-
posal. He will rather store his stuff st his own site till vn2 dies,

Anyone in any way involved in this activity, has +. be prerared to face the
inevitahle bureaucrati: non-compliances which are associated wiih byzantine
rules of record-keeping that no noman can fulfill, Whether warianied because
of public safety or not, he exposes himself to perpectual litigatiors atout
fines for non-compliance, public moral cutrage at the hearings and the threat
of losing permission to receive wastes for disposal - his way of stayiug in
business , Yet at the same time he is not permitted to close the place dowmn
and walk away in frustration. Unless heis government he anst be insane to
submit to such torture witacut eud,

Now, why does the regulatorv agency find it necessery tc propose these pro-
cedures? It clearly stems i:ow lack of self-confidence oi tle agency r:lative
to the technical matter, 14s paranoid fear of tii® publiic end irierent dis-
trust, potentially justi®ied, of enybody crazy enough to 4ry to suhmit himself
to these rules,

Now let us look at the other side of the piciure, I =m mcre qualified there
as radiochemist,

The document states:%....remainiug radioactivity ie at a level that does not
pose a danger to public health and salety." Tt deliberately avoids the cvi-



terion in technical terms, for which the nuclear community has been waiting
for more than a decade., It leaves the interpretation of this phrase forever

to the lawyers and laymen of the day, who will argue it ad infinitum during
the various public hearings. There are enough technical data to set such

limit and have it done with. I urge the commission to adopt one such, I pro-
pose some fraction of the specific activity of some commonly mined uranium ore,
or the equivalent to the highest-specific-activity topsoil accessible to the
public within the continental United States, whereby the equivalency can be
defined specifically for each isotope and mixture of isotopes. Such a simple
definition would settle the guestion once and for all and put some floor under
the discussions, admittedly at the expense of the legal community.,

Raediccative waste can be made to defend itself and can be stored in such a way
that the paths to the biosphere are small enough as to be of no consequencn.
Typically th> present document places the emphasis on site and site structure,
Yore effectively the waste form itself could be made, and should be made in

a way so as to localize the radiocactivity and not release it, no matter what
the disposal site hydrology and disposal practice., The method cited in the
document is typically the most unreliable and obsolete method of solidifying
liquids i.e, solidification with urea formaldehyde, a technique long recog-
nized as unsatisfactory by the technical community. Solidification of agueous
waites by incorporation into plastic matrixes, renders the radicactivity solid,
virtually irmobilized and unleachable, requiring less stringent site criteria.
If formed in large enough blocks, typically up to 50 cu ft and larger, they
would aleo discourage the inadvertent intruder, as it would require considerable
effort to move or break up such waste forms., Waste treatment by volume reduc-
tion and subsequent solidification into plastic can effectively deal with 1li-
quid wastes., It can also accommodate wastes composed of pulverized or granular
solids. Consideration must be given to suffieient cross linking of the plastic
to give the structure sufficient rigidity and cohesive strength to counter os-
motic pressure and swelling which can destroythe effectiveness of asphalts and
otler weak matrixes., Absorbents as mentioned in 61,56(a)(3) are definitely
unsntisfactory, representing obsolete technique, Leaching water will readily
liberate the radiocactive material from such matrixes and render them mobile,

The proposed rules place some weight cnto the container of the waste, 61.5€(%)(1).
“he typical container for low-level wastes are steel barrels, In the disposal
site environment these containers are prone to rust, even in the desert ir buried,
and tiwe cannot really be relied on to not leak or give structural strength

to the wastepile in the burial trench. Non-deformabllity of the waste form it-
self gnd efficient backfilling of the voids in the pile will avoid sinkhole
formation causing rainwater and surface-water to be funnelled into the filled

¥renches,

T am very much ir support of segregation of wastes by relative toxicity and
hazard. I believe that a somewhat more sophisticated, potentially computerized,
aglizpe, *han that suggested in the document, can simplify procedures, save

land and reniar less of it in need of perpetual care. For classification

the amuunt per package and halflife as well as type of radiation emitted would
te the important parameters, With segregation goes the requirement of stability
»rd agegbility, For solidification products the compressive strength, leachability,
rediation resis¥ence and biodegradability should be established prior to in-
terwent to prcvwide for proper classification. Only unsuitably packaged westes
need to be placed into expensive vaults. The price would discourage the generator
from sending svch to the disposal facility.

I Lelieve the document places too much consideration on the inadvertent intruder.
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