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Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary 
Email comments to: Rulemaking.Comments@nrc.gov.  


I am Jan Boudart, Board Member, Nuclear Energy Information Service, NEIS.org; 
however, these remarks have not been vetted by the board and I am submitting them only on 
my own behalf. 


Preliminary comments 


I believe that all nuclear power plants (NPPs) should be decommissioned and dismantled 
as soon as possible and all their power replaced with small, dispersed/renewable power 
sources as soon as this could be accomplished in an environmentally just way, i.e., protecting 
the workers who produce solar panels from toxic pollution, those who produce and install 
windmills, and the earth creatures who inhabit the places renewable energy installations might 
be located.  My reasoning is something the NRC knows: babies, children and adults who live 
near NPPs have increased risk for a variety of illnesses, including but not limited to cancer, 
circulatory and respiratory ailments, kidney problems — in fact there is no organ in the body 
immune from the effects of low-dose radiation from routine radioactive emissions into the air, 
soil, and water, thus into the food we and other creatures use. , , ,  1 2 3 4


I am alternately grateful to the NRC for their alert evaluation of decommissioning quality 
and dismayed by their secrecy, freely granted exemptions (why even have the rules?) , and 5


their glossing the concerns of frontline and nuclear communities.  But here’s a positive 
example: about a year ago, the NRC inspected the final decommissioning work at Zion and 
reported that it wasn’t final.  The “cleared” area was found to have “hot particles”, small bits of 
radioactive isotopes that had been caught in motes or small clods of dirt.  So the NRC refused 
to return the license for Zion back to Exelon (or Constellation?) until Zion Solutions completed 
their clean-up work.  This seemed to me a stellar action by the NRC, and I appreciated it.  I’m 
hoping and trusting that the same level of detail is being demanded of those decommissioning 
jobs being contracted to Holtec International, NorthStar, etc.. 


 See Linear No-Threshold theory of nuclear damage: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Linear_no-threshold_model
1


“…the LNT model is applied through the precautionary principle." And ”…the US Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission and United States Environmental Protection Agency endorse the model,…”


 https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/9467072/2


 Environmental Health Perspectives vol 105, supplement 6, December 1997: Leukemia in the proximity of a Boiling 3


Water Nuclear reactor: evidence of population exposure by chromosome studies and environmental radioactivity, 
Inge Schmitz-Fuerhake et al.


 Health Alert! Nuclear Power Causes Illness, and Death:  "Dirty, Dangerous, and Expensive: The Truth About Nuclear 4


Power”: https://www.psr-la.org/nuclear-threats/, placed in my file November 24, 2019.  Jan Boudart


 Granting exemptions, however, “exempts” the NRC from public scrutiny; whereas, if the public knew some of the 5


privileges grated NPPs, there might be a demand for hearings, or even lawsuits.
1
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But I am, in this document, objecting to the new set of decommissioning rules the NRC 
has submitted for public critique.  


Comments based on the Federal Register entry: 
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization  


Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning  6


I would like the NRC to recognize that public welfare must trump the corporate profit 
motive, even when such a priority would cause great pain to the corporate bottom line.  A 
negative example: the lack of attention to the public good when COVID 19 was rampant.  
Rather than continue to send 800 - 1000 cosmopolitan, itinerant workers into nuclear 
communities to refuel the nearby reactor, the plants should have temporarily reduced power or 
closed down to protect the townspeople yet supply essential services.  People who lost loved 
ones to refueling events paid a much higher price than hotels and restaurants that would have 
lost income — many of them did anyway.  And some large corporations would have had to 
forgo the profit of a nuclear reactor for a year.  In addition, it was dangerous to defer 
maintenance yet keep the plants producing.  COVID was used as an excuse to defer very 
expensive maintenance, but, rather than lose income, the crews were sent in to refuel the 
reactor.   


This is where I learned that elected officials have no power to safeguard their citizens, 
because, when it comes to nuclear power, the NRC has jurisdiction, not us or the people we 
voted for (or against).  Illinois, alone, has more than 10 active reactors, so the migrating 
crews around our State were a serious threat.  But my letter to the state government brought 
no response.  It would have been embarrassing for our elected officials to admit they could 
legally do nothing.  Also — and this was temporary — the NRC claimed their concern was 
radiation, not other dangers.  I had the impression the NRC mellowed on this point and began 
to take improved action to protect, not only their contract workers, but the people and 
businesses in the nuclear towns. 


But the NRC’s preoccupation with the welfare of corporations is a concern.  In the new 
rules haste is built into the reduction in emergency planning between Level 1 and Level 2 of 
decommissioning.  Despite repeatedly defining Level 2 as: ”In Level 2, the reactor is defueled 
and permanently shut down, and spent fuel in the SFP has decayed and cooled sufficiently 
such that it cannot heat up to the zirconium cladding ignition temperature within 10 hours 
under adiabatic conditions ”, the FR document later modifies this definition or throws in a 7


surprise.   


Only two sentences later we read “The decay period could begin when the fuel is still in 
the reactor vessel….”  This comes immediately after the definition states all SF will be 
removed.  Level 2 status must not be granted until all the fuel has been removed from the 


  Federal Register/Vol. 87, No. 42/Thursday, March 3, 2022/Proposed Rules, Page 12254 and following6


 FR notice: p. 12267 middle column “Level 2”7
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reactor vessel.   How can the NRC be assured that the rods left in the RV will not overheat to 8


above 900°C if adiabatic conditions apply?  And if they don’t apply, then the reactor vessel 
must be cooled.  So how can the plant be said to be shut down if the cooling mechanisms are 
still active?   


But the Emergency protocols for Level 2 are much less onerous and less expensive than 
for Level 1, defined as: after the decision to close but before all the spent fuel has been placed 
in storage (SFP or dry cask).  Thus, to allow Level 2 to begin when some SF rods are still in 
the RV is pandering to the utility in its search for ways to cut corners on decommissioning.  If 
the fuel rods are still in the reactor, the control rods still have to be watched and/or deployed 
to prevent an overheating/zirconium-fire problem.  These considerations show the reactor is 
not yet ready for Level 2. 


And later in the same paragraph: “At this point, the site may also possess a radioactive 
inventory of liquid radiological waste…”.  The presence of a radioactive inventory of liquid 
radiological waste continues to be mentioned at the definition of Level 3 AND of Level 4.  I was 
irked by this because the presence of liquid radiological waste (albeit “improperly stored”) 
caused the monumental explosion at Kyshtym in 1957.   What justification is there for keeping 9


liquid waste onsite during the decommissioning process through and beyond Level 4?  And 
what are the ultimate plans for it?  The transport of liquid radiological waste is even more 
problematic than that of waste in dry casks which, is hazardous enough. 


The spent fuel pool may be less dangerous that the actively fissioning fuel in a reactor 
vessel, but it is not “safe”.  It lacks the major precaution granted the reactor vessel: a 
containment structure; and the secondary precaution: tightened security and a full 
complement of safety/security-dedicated personnel.  In light of the problems unfolding in 
Ukraine and the fears of a military attack or accident at Chernobyl or Zaporizhzhia, the danger 
surrounding the SPF cannot be counted out.  It is folly to believe that, because an NPP is in 
the U.S. it cannot possibly be subject to foreign or terrorist occupation.  Especially given the 
long time-scale projected for Decommissioning Level 3: “In Level 3, all spent nuclear fuel 
(SNF) is in dry cask storage…. ”   10


Presently only 10% of the spent fuel produced in the U.S. is in dry cask, and part of that 
is in the terribly unsafe conditions at San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station.  This means that 
decommissioning NPPs will be in Level 3 for decades if not a century, and personally, I believe 
much longer than that.  Fukushima/Daiichi showed us that SF rods should be placed in dry-
cask storage very soon, rather that what is becoming way too late.  And it must be done right, 
Re: the horrible example at SONGS.  This is an issue with grievous political implications now 
and in the future. 


 ML22227A009
8


https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML22227A009 


 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kyshtym_disaster9


 Federal Register/Vol. 87, No. 42/Thursday, March 3, 2022/Proposed Rules, Page 12267, 3rd column: “Level 3”10
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Primarily, this is the issue where the NRC very much needs to implement the comments 
submitted by Commissioner Jefferey Baran on the 9th of August 2021.  Educating the public 
and supporting knowledge and awareness should be part of the NRC’s job — not promoting 
and defending the huge profits of electric utilities and their stockholders.  The commissioners 
are paid with taxpayer/ratepayer money and, as such they work for us and we are their 
constituents because our chosen politicians pick them. 


My views of how the NRC is handling the problem of transparency and inclusion are 
strongly negative.  In particular the NRC needs to acknowledge Native Americans and the 
white guys in environmental NGOs who understand and build upon Indigenous ideas.  I’m 
really tired of the lip service given to the participation of indigenous Americans because their 
extremely intelligent embrace of the spent fuel problem is being ignored — in fact, not even 
mentioned, brought into the conversation or permitted into our brains, let alone being 
respected and given a cost/benefit evaluation.  Tribal values hold onto lifeways for many 
generations.  These are cultural norms we need to learn from the Indians if we are to 
responsibly deal with spent fuel waste. 


Spent fuel is going to last for many thousands of years and we, today, need the wisdom 
of people who calmly observe far into the past and into the future.  We must not put spent fuel 
into a place where we won’t have to think about it and take care of it.  This begins with a 
resolution to study and calculate the cost of the ideas of the 2017 Anishinabek/Iroquois 
Alliance’s Joint Declaration on High-Level nuclear waste(attachment 1) , including the 11


extrapolation of same in the publications of Gordon Edwards (a Canadian),(attachment 2) Kevin 
Kamps of Beyond Nuclear , Dr. Gordon Thompson , , Arjun Makijani ,(attachment 3) and Bob 12 13 14 15


 I defend the use of these attachments even though they come from Canada.  We share the North American Great 11


Lakes and their watershed.  And the experiences of Indigenous Americans in the two countries are similar.  In spite of 
the difference in design (CANDU vs LWR) we are one in the future of nuclear power.


 http://archive.beyondnuclear.org/on-site-storage/2020/8/19/principles-for-safeguarding-nuclear-waste-at-reactors-12


harden.html


 Gordon Thompson is Executive Director of the Institute for Resource and Security Studies, and a Senior Research 13


Scientist at Clark University.  He works on a range of technical and policy issues related to human security and the 
sustainability of our civilization.  Among those issues are the various risks associated with nuclear technologies, 
including the radiological, nuclear-proliferation, and program risks associated with reprocessing. 


 http://archives.nirs.us/reactorwatch/security/sechosses012003.pdf14


 Director,  Institute for Energy and Environmental Research (IEER), Takoma Park, Maryland.
15


Dr. Makhijani is a physicist and noted national energy expert.  He is author of the 2007 book, Carbon Free – Nuclear 
Free: A Roadmap for U.S. Energy Policy (available in PDF online here), which predates the Green New Deal in any 
form by nearly a decade.  He has advised the state of Maryland on the implementation of The Renewable Maryland 
Project.  He has written extensively on the issues of disarmament and nonproliferation


4



http://archive.beyondnuclear.org/on-site-storage/2020/8/19/principles-for-safeguarding-nuclear-waste-at-reactors-harden.html

http://archive.beyondnuclear.org/on-site-storage/2020/8/19/principles-for-safeguarding-nuclear-waste-at-reactors-harden.html

http://archive.beyondnuclear.org/on-site-storage/2020/8/19/principles-for-safeguarding-nuclear-waste-at-reactors-harden.html

http://archives.nirs.us/reactorwatch/security/sechosses012003.pdf

https://ieer.org/

http://ieer.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2007/08/CFNF.pdf

https://ieer.org/renewable-maryland/

https://ieer.org/renewable-maryland/

https://ieer.org/projects/disarmament-and-nonproliferation/





Alvarez  (U.S. citizens).  In other words the NRC should price out HOSS, Hardened On-Site 16


Storage, compared with present pipe dreams of (a) the DOE finding a consent-based 
community that will accept the waste in exchange for a government payoff, (b) that payoff, 
itself, (c) the cost of transporting the thousands of spent fuel dry casks to a centralized interim 
storage, then moving it again when the U.S. has a deep geological repository, (d) the cost of 
that repository — that cost is actually incalculable because, sooner or later our progeny will 
have to deal with it, (e) paying a contractor, such as Interim Storage Partners or Holtec 
International to accept and store the waste on a 40-year contract (¿What are they thinking?, 
that it will magically be safe in 40 years?  SF may be forgotten, but it will never be gone!). 


Conclusion 


Levels 2 and 3 of decommissioning are destined to last for a very long time.  We citizens 
and the NRC need to face this, plan for it and prepare our progeny for this task. 


 Here is an excerpt from Reducing the Hazards from Stored Spent Power-Reactor Fuel in the United States, Robert 16


Alvarez, Jan Beyea, Klaus Janberg, Jungmin Kang, Ed Lyman, Allison Macfarlane, Gordon Thompson, Frank N. von 
Hippel:

“Costs would be increased by the construction of buildings, berms or other structures to surround the casks and 
provide additional buffering against possible attack by anti-tank missiles or crashing aircraft.  The building at 
Gorleben, which is licensed to hold 420 casks containing about 4200 tons of uranium in spent fuel, would cost an 
estimated $20–25 million to build in the United States or about $6/kgU.  Assuming conservatively that the building 
cost scales with the square root of the capacity (i.e. according to the length of its walls), it would cost about $12/kgU 
for a facility designed to store 100 casks containing 1000 tons uranium in spent fuel—about the inventory of a typical 
2-reactor site if our proposal was carried through by 2010.  Berms for a middle-sized storage area might cost about 
$1.5–3/kgU.”
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Attachments 


Attachment 1: Page 7 


Attachment 2: Pages 8, 9, 10 


Attachment 3: pages 11 through 21 
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Attachment 1 


Anishinabek/Iroquois Alliance 
Five Principles for the care of Spent Nuclear Fuel  


 


7


ANISHINABEK/IROQUOIS ALLIANCE  


Joint Declaration [May 2017]  
1. No Abandonment: Radioactive waste materials are damaging to living things. Many of 


these materials remain dangerous for tens of thousands of years or even longer.  They must 
be kept out of the food we eat, the water we drink, the air we breathe, and the land we live on 
for many generations to come.  The forces of Mother Earth are powerful and unpredictable and 
no human-made structures can be counted on to resist those forces forever.  Such dangerous 
materials cannot be abandoned and forgotten.  


2. Monitored and Retrievable Storage: Continuous guardianship of nuclear waste 
material is needed.  This means long-term monitoring and retrievable storage.  Information 
and resources must be passed on from one generation to the next so that our grandchildren’s 
grandchildren will be able to detect any signs of leakage of radioactive waste materials and 
protect themselves.  They need to know how to fix such leaks as soon as they happen.  


3. Better Containment, More Packaging: Cost and profit must never be the basis for 
long-term radioactive waste management. Paying a higher price for better containment today 
will help prevent much greater costs in the future when containment fails.  Such failure will 
include irreparable environmental damage and radiation-induced diseases.  The right kinds of 
packaging should be designed to make it easier to monitor, retrieve, and repackage insecure 
portions of the waste inventory as needed, for centuries to come.  


4. Away from Major Water Bodies: Rivers and lakes are the blood and the lungs of 
Mother Earth.  When we contaminate our waterways, we are poisoning life itself.  That is why 
radioactive waste must not be stored beside major water bodies for the long-term.  Yet this is 
exactly what is being planned at five locations in Canada: Kincardine on Lake Huron, Port 
Hope near Lake Ontario, Pinawa beside the Winnipeg River, and Chalk River and Rolphton 
beside the Ottawa River.  


5. No Imports or Exports: The import and export of nuclear wastes over public roads and 
bridges should be forbidden except in truly exceptional cases after full consultation with all 
whose lands and waters are being put at risk.  In particular, the planned shipment of highly 
radioactive liquid from Chalk River to South Carolina should not be allowed because it can be 
down-blended and solidified on site at Chalk River.  Transport of nuclear waste should be 
strictly limited and decided on a case-by-case basis with full consultation with all those 
affected.  


1







First page of Attachment 2 
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Second page of Attachment 2 
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Third page of Attachment 2 


Spent Nuclear Fuel: 
Forgotten, but not gone 
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Attachment 3 


Principles for Safeguarding Nuclear Waste at Reactors (Hardened On-Site 
Storage, HOSS 


The phrase "Hardened On-Site Storage" (HOSS) was coined by Dr. Arjun Makhijani 
of IEER in early 2002. He unveiled the concept at a summit, hosted by Citizens 
Awareness Network (CAN) of the Northeast, held at Wesleyan U. in Middletown, CT in 
April 2002. 


The following principles are based on the urgent need to protect the public from the 
threats posed by the current vulnerable storage of commercial irradiated fuel.  The 
United States does not currently have a national policy for the permanent storage of 
high-level nuclear waste.  The Obama administration determined that the 
Yucca Mountain site, which has been mired in bad science and mismanagement, is not 
an option for geologic storage of nuclear waste.  Unfortunately, reprocessing 
proponents have used this opportunity to promote reprocessing as the solution for 
managing our nuclear waste.  Contrary to their claims, however, reprocessing is 
extremely expensive, highly polluting, and a proliferation threat, and will actually 
complicate the management of irradiated fuel.  Nor will reprocessing obviate the need 
for, or “save space” in, a geologic repository. 


The United States has a unique opportunity to re-evaluate our nuclear waste 
management plan.  We can make wise decisions about safeguarding radioactive waste 
or go down the risky, costly, and proliferation prone path towards reprocessing. 


The undersigned organizations’ support for improving the protection of radioactive 
waste stored at reactor sites is a matter of security and is in no way an indication that 
we support nuclear power and the generation of morenuclear waste. 


Require a low-density, open-frame layout for fuel pools: 
Fuel pools were originally designed for temporary storage of a limited number of 


irradiated fuel assemblies in a low-density, open-frame configuration.  As the amount 
of waste generated has increased beyond the designed capacity, the pools have been 
reorganized so that the concentration of fuel in the pools is nearly the same as that in 
operating reactor cores.  If water is lost from a densely packed pool as the result of an 
attack or an accident (¿or aging?), cooling by ambient air would likely be insufficient to 
prevent a fire, resulting in the release of large quantities of radioactivity to the 
environment.  A low-density, open-frame arrangement within fuel pools could allow 
enough air circulation to keep the fuel from catching fire.  In order to achieve and 
maintain this arrangement within the pools, irradiated fuel must be transferred from 
the pools to dry storage within five years of being discharged from the reactor.   


Establish hardened on-site storage (HOSS): 
Irradiated fuel must be stored as safely as possible as close to the site of generation 


as possible.  Waste moved from fuel pools must be safeguarded in hardened, on-
11
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site storage (HOSS) facilities.  Transporting waste to a hardened storage facility away-
from-reactor, but as close as safely possible to the site of generation, should not be 
done unless the reactor site is unsuitable for a HOSS facility and the move increases 
the safety and security of the waste.  HOSS facilities must not be regarded as a 
permanent waste solution, and thus should not be constructed deep underground.  The 
waste must be retrievable, and real-time radiation and heat monitoring at the HOSS 
facility must be implemented for early detection of radiation releases and overheating.  
The overall objective of HOSS should be that the amount of releases projected in even 
severe attacks should be low enough that the storage system would be unattractive as 
a terrorist target.  Design criteria that would correspond to the overall objective must 
include: 


---Resistance to severe attacks, such as a direct hit by high-explosive or deeply 
penetrating weapons and munitions or a direct hit by a large aircraft loaded with fuel or 
a small aircraft loaded with fuel and/or explosives, without major releases. 


---Placement of individual canisters that makes detection difficult from outside the 
site boundary. 


   
Protect fuel pools: 


Irradiated fuel must be kept in pools for several years before it can be stored in a 
dry facility.  The pools must be protected to withstand an attack by air, land, or water 
from a force at least equal in size and coordination to the 9/11 attacks.  The security 
improvements must be approved by a panel of experts independent of the nuclear 
industry and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.   


Require periodic review of HOSS facilities and fuel pools: 
An annual report consisting of the review of each HOSS facility and fuel pool should 


be prepared with meaningful participation from public stakeholders, regulators, 
and utility managers at each site.  The report must be made publicly available and may 
include recommendations for actions to be taken.   


Dedicate funding to local and state governments  
to independently monitor the sites: 


Funding for monitoring the HOSS facilities at each site must be provided to affected 
local and state governments.  The affected public must have the right to fully 
participate.   


Prohibit reprocessing: 
The reprocessing of irradiated fuel has not solved the nuclear waste problem in 


any country, and actually exacerbates it by creating numerous additional waste 
streams that must be managed.  In addition to being expensive and polluting, 
reprocessing also increases nuclear weapons proliferation threats. 
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Signatories: 


National 


Leonor Tomero, Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation 
John Issacs, Council for a Liveable World 
Kevin Kamps, Beyond Nuclear 
Lynn Thorp, Clean Water Action 
Erich Pica, Friends of the Earth 
Michele Boyd, Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Jim Riccio, Greenpeace 
Diane Kreiger, Nuclear Peace Age Foundation 
Kevin Martin, Peace Action 
Tyson Slocum, Public Citizen 
Susan Gordon, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability 
Arjun Makhijani, Institute for Energy and Environmental Research 
Ken Bossong, SUN Day Campaign 
Michael Mariotte, Nuclear Information and Resource Service 
Anna Aurilio, Environment America 
Winona LaDuke, Honor the Earth 
Dan Becker, Safe Climate Campaign 
Dave Hamilton, Sierra Club 
Geoffrey Fettus, Natural Resources Defense Council 
Ed Lyman, Union of Concerned Scientists 
Susan Shaer, Women’s Action for New Directions (WAND) 


States 


Alabama 


Garry Morgan, Bellefonte Efficiency and Sustainability Team, Alabama Chapter of 
BREDL 


 Tom Moss, North Alabama Peace Network 


Alaska 


Stacy Fritz, No Nukes North 


Arizona 


Stephen M. Brittle, Don’t Waste Arizona 
Jack and Felice Cohen-Joppa, Nuclear Resister 
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Patricia Birnie, GE Stockholder’s Alliance 
Russell Lowes, SafeEnergyAnalyst.org 
Barbara Warren, Arizona Physicians for Social Responsibility 


Arkansas 


Pat Youngdahl, Arkansas WAND 


California 


Rochelle Becker, Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 
David Hartsough, PEACEWORKERS 
Jane Williams, California Communities Against Toxics 
Roland Valentine, Desert Citizens Against Pollution 
Mary Beth Brangan, Ecological Options Network (EON) 
Betty Winholz, SAVE THE PARK 
Jacqueline Cabasso, Western States Legal Foundation 
Molly Johnson, Grandmothers for Peace-San Luis Obispo County Chapter 
Linda Seeley, Terra Foundation 
Jane Swanson, San Luis Obispo Mothers For Peace Action Committee 
Marylia Kelley, Tri-Valley CARES 
Michael Welch, Redwood Alliance 
Enid Schreibman, Center for Safe Energy 
Jennifer Olarana Viereck, Healing Ourselves and Mother Earth 
Dan Hirsch, Committee to Bridge the Gap 
Pamela Meidell, Atomic Mirror 


Colorado 


Bob Kinsey, Colorado Coalition for the Prevention of Nuclear War 
Sharyn Cunningham, Colorado Citizens Against Toxic Waste, Inc. 
Judith Mohling, Rocky Mountain Peace andJustice Center 


Connecticut 


Nancy Burton, Connecticut Coalition Against Millstone 
Judi Friedman, People’s Action for Clean Energy 
Sal Mangiagli, Connecticut Citizens Action Network, Haddam Chapter 


Delaware 


Alan Muller, Green Delaware 
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District of Columbia (Washington, D.C.) 
 Louis Clark, Government Accountability Project 


Florida 
Bob Krasowski, Florida Alliance for A Clean Environment, The Zero Waste Collier 


County Group 


Georgia 


Tom Ferguson, Foundation for A Global Community 
Bobbie Paul, Georgia WAND 
Glenn Carroll, Nuclear Watch South 
Bob Darby, Food Not Bombs, Atlanta 


Hawaii 


Henry Curtis, Life of the Land 


Idaho 


Beatrice Brailsford, Snake River Alliance 
Chuck Broscious, Environmental Defense Institute 


Illinois 


Dave Kraft, Nuclear Energy Information Service 
Carolyn Treadway, No New Nukes 


Indiana 


Grant Smith, Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana 
John Blair, Valley Watch, Inc. 


Iowa 


Maureen McCue, PSR Iowa 


Kansas 


Dave Pack, Kansas City Peaceworks 
Anne Suellentrop, Kansas City PSR 
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Kentucky 


Mary Davis, Earth Island Institute 


Louisiana 


Nathalie Walker, Advocates for Environmental Human Rights 


Maine 


William S. Linnell, Cheaper, Safer Power 
Bruce Gagnon, Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space 


Maryland 


Dagmar Fabian, Crabshell Alliance 
Johanna Neumann, Maryland PIRG 
Max Obuszewski, Baltimore Nonviolence Center 
Lucy Duff, Peace and Justice Coalition-Prince George’s County 


Massachusetts 


Debbie Grinell, C-10 Research and Education Foundation 
Deb Katz, Citizens Awareness Network 
Mary Lampert, Pilgrim Watch 


Michigan 
Jesse Deer In Water and Jessie Pauline Collins, Citizens Resistance at Fermi Two 
Michael Keegan, Coalition for a Nuclear Free Great Lakes 
Georgia Donovan, Izaak Walton League-Dwight Lydell Chapter 
Terry Miller, Lone Tree Council 
Patricia Gillis, Voices for Earth Justice 
Alice Hirt, Don’t Waste Michigan 
Nancy Seubert, IHM Justice, Peace, and Sustainability Office 
Lynn Howard Ehrle, International Science Oversight Board-Organic 


Consumers Association 
Kay Cumbow, Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination 
Ronald and Joyce Mason, Swords Into Plowshares Peace Center and Gallery 
David Gard, Michigan Environmental Council 
Steve Senesi, Kalamazoo Non-Violent Opponents of War 
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Minnesota 


Danene Provencher, West Metro Global Warming Action Group, Inc. 
Glady Schmitz, Mankato Area Environmentalists 
 George Crocker, North American Water Office 
Bruce Drew, Prairie Island Coalition 


Mississippi 


Louie Miller, Mississippi Sierra Club 


Missouri 


Mark Haim, Missourians for Safe Energy 
Kat Logan Smith, Missouri Coalition on the Environment 


Montana 


Florence Chessin, Missoula Women for Peace, a branch of Women’s International 
League for Peace and Freedom 


Nebraska 


Buffalo Bruce, Western Nebraska Resources Council 
Tim Rinne, Nebraskans for Peace 
  
Nevada 


Judy Treichel, Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force 
Jim Haber, Nevada Desert Experience 


New Hampshire 


Will Hopkins, New Hampshire Peace Action 


 New Jersey 
 Paula Gotsch, Grandmothers, Mothers and More for Energy Safety 
 Norm Cohen, Coalition for Peace and Justice-UNPLUG Salem Campaign 


New Mexico 


Mervyn Tilden, Sovereign Dine’ Foundation 
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Janet Greenwald, Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping 
Joni Arends, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety 
Scott Kovac, Nuclear Watch of New Mexico 
Greg Mello, Los Alamos Study Group 
Don Hancock, Southwest Research and Information Center 


 New York 


Joanne Hameister, Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes 
 Anne Rabe, Center for Health, Environment, and Justice 
James Rauch, For a Clean Tonawanda Site (FACTS) 
Barbara Warren, Citizens Environmental Coalition 
  Phillip Musegaas, Riverkeeper 
 Tim Judson, Central New York Citizens Awareness Network 
Manna Jo Greene, Hudson River Sloop Clearwater, Inc. 
Marilyn Elie, IPSEC (Indian Point Safe Energy Coalition) 
Susan Shapiro, Public Health and Sustainable Energy (PHASE) 
Michel Lee, Council on Intelligent Energy & Conservation Policy (CIECP) 


 North Carolina 


Lewis Patrie, Western North Carolina Physicians for Social Responsibility 
E.M.T O’Nan, Protect All Children’s Environment 
Avram Friedman, The Canary Coalition 
Jim Warren, North Carolina Waste Awareness and Reduction Network 
Janet Marsh, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League 


 North Dakota 


Kandi L. Mossett, Indigenous Environmental Network 
Jodie L. White, The Environmental Awareness Committee, Save Our Sacred Earth 


Campaign 
  
Ohio 


Chris Trepal, Earth Day Coalition 
Terry Lodge, Toledo Coalition for Safe Energy 
Sharon Cowdrey, Miamisburg Environmental Safety and Health Network 


Oklahoma 


Marilyn McCulloch, The Carrie Dickerson Foundation 
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Oregon 


Dona Hippert, Oregon Toxics Alliance 
Charles K. Johnson, Center for Energy Research 
Nina Bell, Northwest Environmental Advocates 
Kelly Campbell, Oregon Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Gerry Pollet, Heart of America Northwest 


Pennsylvania 


David Hughes, Citizen Power 
Katherine Dodge, Northwest Pennsylvania, Audubon Society 
 Gene Stilp, Taxpayers and Ratepayers United 
Ernest Fuller, Concerned Citizens for SNEC Safety 
Patricia Harner, Philadelphia Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Dr. Lewis Cuthbert, Alliance for a Clean Environment 


 Rhode Island 


Sheila Dormandy, Clean Water Action Rhode Island 


South Carolina 


Susan Corbett, South Carolina Sierra Club 
 Dr. Finian Taylor, Hilton Head for Peace 


South Dakota 


Deb McIntyre, South Dakota Peace and Justice Center 
Charmaine White Face, Defenders of the Black Hills 


Tennessee 


Donald B. Clark, Network for Economic and Environmental Responsibility, United 
Church of Christ 


Rev. Charles Lord, Caney Fork Headwaters Association 
 Rev. Douglas B. Hunt, Interfaith Power & Light 
Ralph Hutchinson, Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance 
Rev. Walter Stark, Cumberland Countians for Peace and Justice 
Ann Harris, We the People, Inc. 
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Texas 


Eliza Brown, SEED Coalition 
Mavis Belisle, Just Peace 
Gary Stuard, Interfaith Environmental Alliance 
Craig Tounet, Austin Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Jill Johnston, Southwest Workers Union 


Utah 


Margene Bullcreek, Ohngo Guadedah Devia Awareness 
Vanessa Pierce, HEAL Utah 


Vermont 


Arnie Gundersen, Fairewinds Associates, Inc. 
Clay Turnbull, New England Coalition on Nuclear Pollution 
Chris Williams, Vermont Citizens Awareness Network 
Margaret Harrington Tamulonis, Women’s International League for Peace and 


Freedom 


Virginia 


Scott Sklar, The Stella Group, Inc. 
 Elena Day, People’s Alliance for Clean Energy 


Washington 
 Tom Carpenter, Hanford Challenge 


West Virginia 
 Gary Zuckett, West Virginia Citizens Action Group  
  Wisconsin 


Charlie Higley, Citizens Utility Board 
Bonnie Urfer and John LaForge, Nukewatch Wisconsin 
Al Gedicks, Wisconsin Resources Protection Council 
Judy Miner, Wisconsin Network for Peace and Justice 


Wyoming 


Mary Woolen, Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free 
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End notes: 


http://www.beyondnuclear.org/on-site-storage/2020/8/19/principles-for-
safeguarding-nuclear-waste-at-reactors-harden.html 


In terms of cost, the attached study puts the cost of transfering all irradiated nuclear 
fuel from pools to dry casks as $7-10 billion, if memory serves. That's a Jan. 2003 
figure, so might need adjustment for inflation. However, that's just status quo dry cask 
storage. Safety, security, monitoring, etc. would have to be added, to harden the dry 
cask storage, and well designed and manufactured dry casks (as opposed to Holtec's) 
would have to be at the heart of it. So that would all cost more. But compare the cost 
of HOSS to the cost of a radiological catastrophe that would result from a pool fire, or 
even a dry cask failure on the shore of Lake Michigan. 


---Kevin Kamps, Beyond Nuclear & Don't Waste Michigan 


The following link provides a good definition of Hardened On-Site Storage (HOSS).  


https://www.nirs.org/campaigns/dont-waste-america/hardened-site-storage/ 
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Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary 
Email comments to: Rulemaking.Comments@nrc.gov.  

I am Jan Boudart, Board Member, Nuclear Energy Information Service, NEIS.org; 
however, these remarks have not been vetted by the board and I am submitting them only on 
my own behalf. 

Preliminary comments 

I believe that all nuclear power plants (NPPs) should be decommissioned and dismantled 
as soon as possible and all their power replaced with small, dispersed/renewable power 
sources as soon as this could be accomplished in an environmentally just way, i.e., protecting 
the workers who produce solar panels from toxic pollution, those who produce and install 
windmills, and the earth creatures who inhabit the places renewable energy installations might 
be located.  My reasoning is something the NRC knows: babies, children and adults who live 
near NPPs have increased risk for a variety of illnesses, including but not limited to cancer, 
circulatory and respiratory ailments, kidney problems — in fact there is no organ in the body 
immune from the effects of low-dose radiation from routine radioactive emissions into the air, 
soil, and water, thus into the food we and other creatures use. , , ,  1 2 3 4

I am alternately grateful to the NRC for their alert evaluation of decommissioning quality 
and dismayed by their secrecy, freely granted exemptions (why even have the rules?) , and 5

their glossing the concerns of frontline and nuclear communities.  But here’s a positive 
example: about a year ago, the NRC inspected the final decommissioning work at Zion and 
reported that it wasn’t final.  The “cleared” area was found to have “hot particles”, small bits of 
radioactive isotopes that had been caught in motes or small clods of dirt.  So the NRC refused 
to return the license for Zion back to Exelon (or Constellation?) until Zion Solutions completed 
their clean-up work.  This seemed to me a stellar action by the NRC, and I appreciated it.  I’m 
hoping and trusting that the same level of detail is being demanded of those decommissioning 
jobs being contracted to Holtec International, NorthStar, etc.. 

 See Linear No-Threshold theory of nuclear damage: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Linear_no-threshold_model
1

“…the LNT model is applied through the precautionary principle." And ”…the US Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission and United States Environmental Protection Agency endorse the model,…”

 https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/9467072/2

 Environmental Health Perspectives vol 105, supplement 6, December 1997: Leukemia in the proximity of a Boiling 3

Water Nuclear reactor: evidence of population exposure by chromosome studies and environmental radioactivity, 
Inge Schmitz-Fuerhake et al.

 Health Alert! Nuclear Power Causes Illness, and Death:  "Dirty, Dangerous, and Expensive: The Truth About Nuclear 4

Power”: https://www.psr-la.org/nuclear-threats/, placed in my file November 24, 2019.  Jan Boudart

 Granting exemptions, however, “exempts” the NRC from public scrutiny; whereas, if the public knew some of the 5

privileges grated NPPs, there might be a demand for hearings, or even lawsuits.
1
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But I am, in this document, objecting to the new set of decommissioning rules the NRC 
has submitted for public critique.  

Comments based on the Federal Register entry: 
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization  

Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning  6

I would like the NRC to recognize that public welfare must trump the corporate profit 
motive, even when such a priority would cause great pain to the corporate bottom line.  A 
negative example: the lack of attention to the public good when COVID 19 was rampant.  
Rather than continue to send 800 - 1000 cosmopolitan, itinerant workers into nuclear 
communities to refuel the nearby reactor, the plants should have temporarily reduced power or 
closed down to protect the townspeople yet supply essential services.  People who lost loved 
ones to refueling events paid a much higher price than hotels and restaurants that would have 
lost income — many of them did anyway.  And some large corporations would have had to 
forgo the profit of a nuclear reactor for a year.  In addition, it was dangerous to defer 
maintenance yet keep the plants producing.  COVID was used as an excuse to defer very 
expensive maintenance, but, rather than lose income, the crews were sent in to refuel the 
reactor.   

This is where I learned that elected officials have no power to safeguard their citizens, 
because, when it comes to nuclear power, the NRC has jurisdiction, not us or the people we 
voted for (or against).  Illinois, alone, has more than 10 active reactors, so the migrating 
crews around our State were a serious threat.  But my letter to the state government brought 
no response.  It would have been embarrassing for our elected officials to admit they could 
legally do nothing.  Also — and this was temporary — the NRC claimed their concern was 
radiation, not other dangers.  I had the impression the NRC mellowed on this point and began 
to take improved action to protect, not only their contract workers, but the people and 
businesses in the nuclear towns. 

But the NRC’s preoccupation with the welfare of corporations is a concern.  In the new 
rules haste is built into the reduction in emergency planning between Level 1 and Level 2 of 
decommissioning.  Despite repeatedly defining Level 2 as: ”In Level 2, the reactor is defueled 
and permanently shut down, and spent fuel in the SFP has decayed and cooled sufficiently 
such that it cannot heat up to the zirconium cladding ignition temperature within 10 hours 
under adiabatic conditions ”, the FR document later modifies this definition or throws in a 7

surprise.   

Only two sentences later we read “The decay period could begin when the fuel is still in 
the reactor vessel….”  This comes immediately after the definition states all SF will be 
removed.  Level 2 status must not be granted until all the fuel has been removed from the 

  Federal Register/Vol. 87, No. 42/Thursday, March 3, 2022/Proposed Rules, Page 12254 and following6

 FR notice: p. 12267 middle column “Level 2”7

2



reactor vessel.   How can the NRC be assured that the rods left in the RV will not overheat to 8

above 900°C if adiabatic conditions apply?  And if they don’t apply, then the reactor vessel 
must be cooled.  So how can the plant be said to be shut down if the cooling mechanisms are 
still active?   

But the Emergency protocols for Level 2 are much less onerous and less expensive than 
for Level 1, defined as: after the decision to close but before all the spent fuel has been placed 
in storage (SFP or dry cask).  Thus, to allow Level 2 to begin when some SF rods are still in 
the RV is pandering to the utility in its search for ways to cut corners on decommissioning.  If 
the fuel rods are still in the reactor, the control rods still have to be watched and/or deployed 
to prevent an overheating/zirconium-fire problem.  These considerations show the reactor is 
not yet ready for Level 2. 

And later in the same paragraph: “At this point, the site may also possess a radioactive 
inventory of liquid radiological waste…”.  The presence of a radioactive inventory of liquid 
radiological waste continues to be mentioned at the definition of Level 3 AND of Level 4.  I was 
irked by this because the presence of liquid radiological waste (albeit “improperly stored”) 
caused the monumental explosion at Kyshtym in 1957.   What justification is there for keeping 9

liquid waste onsite during the decommissioning process through and beyond Level 4?  And 
what are the ultimate plans for it?  The transport of liquid radiological waste is even more 
problematic than that of waste in dry casks which, is hazardous enough. 

The spent fuel pool may be less dangerous that the actively fissioning fuel in a reactor 
vessel, but it is not “safe”.  It lacks the major precaution granted the reactor vessel: a 
containment structure; and the secondary precaution: tightened security and a full 
complement of safety/security-dedicated personnel.  In light of the problems unfolding in 
Ukraine and the fears of a military attack or accident at Chernobyl or Zaporizhzhia, the danger 
surrounding the SPF cannot be counted out.  It is folly to believe that, because an NPP is in 
the U.S. it cannot possibly be subject to foreign or terrorist occupation.  Especially given the 
long time-scale projected for Decommissioning Level 3: “In Level 3, all spent nuclear fuel 
(SNF) is in dry cask storage…. ”   10

Presently only 10% of the spent fuel produced in the U.S. is in dry cask, and part of that 
is in the terribly unsafe conditions at San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station.  This means that 
decommissioning NPPs will be in Level 3 for decades if not a century, and personally, I believe 
much longer than that.  Fukushima/Daiichi showed us that SF rods should be placed in dry-
cask storage very soon, rather that what is becoming way too late.  And it must be done right, 
Re: the horrible example at SONGS.  This is an issue with grievous political implications now 
and in the future. 

 ML22227A009
8

https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML22227A009 

 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kyshtym_disaster9

 Federal Register/Vol. 87, No. 42/Thursday, March 3, 2022/Proposed Rules, Page 12267, 3rd column: “Level 3”10
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Primarily, this is the issue where the NRC very much needs to implement the comments 
submitted by Commissioner Jefferey Baran on the 9th of August 2021.  Educating the public 
and supporting knowledge and awareness should be part of the NRC’s job — not promoting 
and defending the huge profits of electric utilities and their stockholders.  The commissioners 
are paid with taxpayer/ratepayer money and, as such they work for us and we are their 
constituents because our chosen politicians pick them. 

My views of how the NRC is handling the problem of transparency and inclusion are 
strongly negative.  In particular the NRC needs to acknowledge Native Americans and the 
white guys in environmental NGOs who understand and build upon Indigenous ideas.  I’m 
really tired of the lip service given to the participation of indigenous Americans because their 
extremely intelligent embrace of the spent fuel problem is being ignored — in fact, not even 
mentioned, brought into the conversation or permitted into our brains, let alone being 
respected and given a cost/benefit evaluation.  Tribal values hold onto lifeways for many 
generations.  These are cultural norms we need to learn from the Indians if we are to 
responsibly deal with spent fuel waste. 

Spent fuel is going to last for many thousands of years and we, today, need the wisdom 
of people who calmly observe far into the past and into the future.  We must not put spent fuel 
into a place where we won’t have to think about it and take care of it.  This begins with a 
resolution to study and calculate the cost of the ideas of the 2017 Anishinabek/Iroquois 
Alliance’s Joint Declaration on High-Level nuclear waste(attachment 1) , including the 11

extrapolation of same in the publications of Gordon Edwards (a Canadian),(attachment 2) Kevin 
Kamps of Beyond Nuclear , Dr. Gordon Thompson , , Arjun Makijani ,(attachment 3) and Bob 12 13 14 15

 I defend the use of these attachments even though they come from Canada.  We share the North American Great 11

Lakes and their watershed.  And the experiences of Indigenous Americans in the two countries are similar.  In spite of 
the difference in design (CANDU vs LWR) we are one in the future of nuclear power.

 http://archive.beyondnuclear.org/on-site-storage/2020/8/19/principles-for-safeguarding-nuclear-waste-at-reactors-12

harden.html

 Gordon Thompson is Executive Director of the Institute for Resource and Security Studies, and a Senior Research 13

Scientist at Clark University.  He works on a range of technical and policy issues related to human security and the 
sustainability of our civilization.  Among those issues are the various risks associated with nuclear technologies, 
including the radiological, nuclear-proliferation, and program risks associated with reprocessing. 

 http://archives.nirs.us/reactorwatch/security/sechosses012003.pdf14

 Director,  Institute for Energy and Environmental Research (IEER), Takoma Park, Maryland.
15

Dr. Makhijani is a physicist and noted national energy expert.  He is author of the 2007 book, Carbon Free – Nuclear 
Free: A Roadmap for U.S. Energy Policy (available in PDF online here), which predates the Green New Deal in any 
form by nearly a decade.  He has advised the state of Maryland on the implementation of The Renewable Maryland 
Project.  He has written extensively on the issues of disarmament and nonproliferation
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Alvarez  (U.S. citizens).  In other words the NRC should price out HOSS, Hardened On-Site 16

Storage, compared with present pipe dreams of (a) the DOE finding a consent-based 
community that will accept the waste in exchange for a government payoff, (b) that payoff, 
itself, (c) the cost of transporting the thousands of spent fuel dry casks to a centralized interim 
storage, then moving it again when the U.S. has a deep geological repository, (d) the cost of 
that repository — that cost is actually incalculable because, sooner or later our progeny will 
have to deal with it, (e) paying a contractor, such as Interim Storage Partners or Holtec 
International to accept and store the waste on a 40-year contract (¿What are they thinking?, 
that it will magically be safe in 40 years?  SF may be forgotten, but it will never be gone!). 

Conclusion 

Levels 2 and 3 of decommissioning are destined to last for a very long time.  We citizens 
and the NRC need to face this, plan for it and prepare our progeny for this task. 

 Here is an excerpt from Reducing the Hazards from Stored Spent Power-Reactor Fuel in the United States, Robert 16

Alvarez, Jan Beyea, Klaus Janberg, Jungmin Kang, Ed Lyman, Allison Macfarlane, Gordon Thompson, Frank N. von 
Hippel:

“Costs would be increased by the construction of buildings, berms or other structures to surround the casks and 
provide additional buffering against possible attack by anti-tank missiles or crashing aircraft.  The building at 
Gorleben, which is licensed to hold 420 casks containing about 4200 tons of uranium in spent fuel, would cost an 
estimated $20–25 million to build in the United States or about $6/kgU.  Assuming conservatively that the building 
cost scales with the square root of the capacity (i.e. according to the length of its walls), it would cost about $12/kgU 
for a facility designed to store 100 casks containing 1000 tons uranium in spent fuel—about the inventory of a typical 
2-reactor site if our proposal was carried through by 2010.  Berms for a middle-sized storage area might cost about 
$1.5–3/kgU.”
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Attachments 

Attachment 1: Page 7 

Attachment 2: Pages 8, 9, 10 

Attachment 3: pages 11 through 21 
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Attachment 1 

Anishinabek/Iroquois Alliance 
Five Principles for the care of Spent Nuclear Fuel  

 

7

ANISHINABEK/IROQUOIS ALLIANCE  

Joint Declaration [May 2017]  
1. No Abandonment: Radioactive waste materials are damaging to living things. Many of 

these materials remain dangerous for tens of thousands of years or even longer.  They must 
be kept out of the food we eat, the water we drink, the air we breathe, and the land we live on 
for many generations to come.  The forces of Mother Earth are powerful and unpredictable and 
no human-made structures can be counted on to resist those forces forever.  Such dangerous 
materials cannot be abandoned and forgotten.  

2. Monitored and Retrievable Storage: Continuous guardianship of nuclear waste 
material is needed.  This means long-term monitoring and retrievable storage.  Information 
and resources must be passed on from one generation to the next so that our grandchildren’s 
grandchildren will be able to detect any signs of leakage of radioactive waste materials and 
protect themselves.  They need to know how to fix such leaks as soon as they happen.  

3. Better Containment, More Packaging: Cost and profit must never be the basis for 
long-term radioactive waste management. Paying a higher price for better containment today 
will help prevent much greater costs in the future when containment fails.  Such failure will 
include irreparable environmental damage and radiation-induced diseases.  The right kinds of 
packaging should be designed to make it easier to monitor, retrieve, and repackage insecure 
portions of the waste inventory as needed, for centuries to come.  

4. Away from Major Water Bodies: Rivers and lakes are the blood and the lungs of 
Mother Earth.  When we contaminate our waterways, we are poisoning life itself.  That is why 
radioactive waste must not be stored beside major water bodies for the long-term.  Yet this is 
exactly what is being planned at five locations in Canada: Kincardine on Lake Huron, Port 
Hope near Lake Ontario, Pinawa beside the Winnipeg River, and Chalk River and Rolphton 
beside the Ottawa River.  

5. No Imports or Exports: The import and export of nuclear wastes over public roads and 
bridges should be forbidden except in truly exceptional cases after full consultation with all 
whose lands and waters are being put at risk.  In particular, the planned shipment of highly 
radioactive liquid from Chalk River to South Carolina should not be allowed because it can be 
down-blended and solidified on site at Chalk River.  Transport of nuclear waste should be 
strictly limited and decided on a case-by-case basis with full consultation with all those 
affected.  

1



First page of Attachment 2 
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Second page of Attachment 2 
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Third page of Attachment 2 

Spent Nuclear Fuel: 
Forgotten, but not gone 

 

10



Attachment 3 

Principles for Safeguarding Nuclear Waste at Reactors (Hardened On-Site 
Storage, HOSS 

The phrase "Hardened On-Site Storage" (HOSS) was coined by Dr. Arjun Makhijani 
of IEER in early 2002. He unveiled the concept at a summit, hosted by Citizens 
Awareness Network (CAN) of the Northeast, held at Wesleyan U. in Middletown, CT in 
April 2002. 

The following principles are based on the urgent need to protect the public from the 
threats posed by the current vulnerable storage of commercial irradiated fuel.  The 
United States does not currently have a national policy for the permanent storage of 
high-level nuclear waste.  The Obama administration determined that the 
Yucca Mountain site, which has been mired in bad science and mismanagement, is not 
an option for geologic storage of nuclear waste.  Unfortunately, reprocessing 
proponents have used this opportunity to promote reprocessing as the solution for 
managing our nuclear waste.  Contrary to their claims, however, reprocessing is 
extremely expensive, highly polluting, and a proliferation threat, and will actually 
complicate the management of irradiated fuel.  Nor will reprocessing obviate the need 
for, or “save space” in, a geologic repository. 

The United States has a unique opportunity to re-evaluate our nuclear waste 
management plan.  We can make wise decisions about safeguarding radioactive waste 
or go down the risky, costly, and proliferation prone path towards reprocessing. 

The undersigned organizations’ support for improving the protection of radioactive 
waste stored at reactor sites is a matter of security and is in no way an indication that 
we support nuclear power and the generation of morenuclear waste. 

Require a low-density, open-frame layout for fuel pools: 
Fuel pools were originally designed for temporary storage of a limited number of 

irradiated fuel assemblies in a low-density, open-frame configuration.  As the amount 
of waste generated has increased beyond the designed capacity, the pools have been 
reorganized so that the concentration of fuel in the pools is nearly the same as that in 
operating reactor cores.  If water is lost from a densely packed pool as the result of an 
attack or an accident (¿or aging?), cooling by ambient air would likely be insufficient to 
prevent a fire, resulting in the release of large quantities of radioactivity to the 
environment.  A low-density, open-frame arrangement within fuel pools could allow 
enough air circulation to keep the fuel from catching fire.  In order to achieve and 
maintain this arrangement within the pools, irradiated fuel must be transferred from 
the pools to dry storage within five years of being discharged from the reactor.   

Establish hardened on-site storage (HOSS): 
Irradiated fuel must be stored as safely as possible as close to the site of generation 

as possible.  Waste moved from fuel pools must be safeguarded in hardened, on-
11
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site storage (HOSS) facilities.  Transporting waste to a hardened storage facility away-
from-reactor, but as close as safely possible to the site of generation, should not be 
done unless the reactor site is unsuitable for a HOSS facility and the move increases 
the safety and security of the waste.  HOSS facilities must not be regarded as a 
permanent waste solution, and thus should not be constructed deep underground.  The 
waste must be retrievable, and real-time radiation and heat monitoring at the HOSS 
facility must be implemented for early detection of radiation releases and overheating.  
The overall objective of HOSS should be that the amount of releases projected in even 
severe attacks should be low enough that the storage system would be unattractive as 
a terrorist target.  Design criteria that would correspond to the overall objective must 
include: 

---Resistance to severe attacks, such as a direct hit by high-explosive or deeply 
penetrating weapons and munitions or a direct hit by a large aircraft loaded with fuel or 
a small aircraft loaded with fuel and/or explosives, without major releases. 

---Placement of individual canisters that makes detection difficult from outside the 
site boundary. 

   
Protect fuel pools: 

Irradiated fuel must be kept in pools for several years before it can be stored in a 
dry facility.  The pools must be protected to withstand an attack by air, land, or water 
from a force at least equal in size and coordination to the 9/11 attacks.  The security 
improvements must be approved by a panel of experts independent of the nuclear 
industry and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.   

Require periodic review of HOSS facilities and fuel pools: 
An annual report consisting of the review of each HOSS facility and fuel pool should 

be prepared with meaningful participation from public stakeholders, regulators, 
and utility managers at each site.  The report must be made publicly available and may 
include recommendations for actions to be taken.   

Dedicate funding to local and state governments  
to independently monitor the sites: 

Funding for monitoring the HOSS facilities at each site must be provided to affected 
local and state governments.  The affected public must have the right to fully 
participate.   

Prohibit reprocessing: 
The reprocessing of irradiated fuel has not solved the nuclear waste problem in 

any country, and actually exacerbates it by creating numerous additional waste 
streams that must be managed.  In addition to being expensive and polluting, 
reprocessing also increases nuclear weapons proliferation threats. 
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Signatories: 

National 

Leonor Tomero, Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation 
John Issacs, Council for a Liveable World 
Kevin Kamps, Beyond Nuclear 
Lynn Thorp, Clean Water Action 
Erich Pica, Friends of the Earth 
Michele Boyd, Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Jim Riccio, Greenpeace 
Diane Kreiger, Nuclear Peace Age Foundation 
Kevin Martin, Peace Action 
Tyson Slocum, Public Citizen 
Susan Gordon, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability 
Arjun Makhijani, Institute for Energy and Environmental Research 
Ken Bossong, SUN Day Campaign 
Michael Mariotte, Nuclear Information and Resource Service 
Anna Aurilio, Environment America 
Winona LaDuke, Honor the Earth 
Dan Becker, Safe Climate Campaign 
Dave Hamilton, Sierra Club 
Geoffrey Fettus, Natural Resources Defense Council 
Ed Lyman, Union of Concerned Scientists 
Susan Shaer, Women’s Action for New Directions (WAND) 

States 

Alabama 

Garry Morgan, Bellefonte Efficiency and Sustainability Team, Alabama Chapter of 
BREDL 

 Tom Moss, North Alabama Peace Network 

Alaska 

Stacy Fritz, No Nukes North 

Arizona 

Stephen M. Brittle, Don’t Waste Arizona 
Jack and Felice Cohen-Joppa, Nuclear Resister 
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Patricia Birnie, GE Stockholder’s Alliance 
Russell Lowes, SafeEnergyAnalyst.org 
Barbara Warren, Arizona Physicians for Social Responsibility 

Arkansas 

Pat Youngdahl, Arkansas WAND 

California 

Rochelle Becker, Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 
David Hartsough, PEACEWORKERS 
Jane Williams, California Communities Against Toxics 
Roland Valentine, Desert Citizens Against Pollution 
Mary Beth Brangan, Ecological Options Network (EON) 
Betty Winholz, SAVE THE PARK 
Jacqueline Cabasso, Western States Legal Foundation 
Molly Johnson, Grandmothers for Peace-San Luis Obispo County Chapter 
Linda Seeley, Terra Foundation 
Jane Swanson, San Luis Obispo Mothers For Peace Action Committee 
Marylia Kelley, Tri-Valley CARES 
Michael Welch, Redwood Alliance 
Enid Schreibman, Center for Safe Energy 
Jennifer Olarana Viereck, Healing Ourselves and Mother Earth 
Dan Hirsch, Committee to Bridge the Gap 
Pamela Meidell, Atomic Mirror 

Colorado 

Bob Kinsey, Colorado Coalition for the Prevention of Nuclear War 
Sharyn Cunningham, Colorado Citizens Against Toxic Waste, Inc. 
Judith Mohling, Rocky Mountain Peace andJustice Center 

Connecticut 

Nancy Burton, Connecticut Coalition Against Millstone 
Judi Friedman, People’s Action for Clean Energy 
Sal Mangiagli, Connecticut Citizens Action Network, Haddam Chapter 

Delaware 

Alan Muller, Green Delaware 
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District of Columbia (Washington, D.C.) 
 Louis Clark, Government Accountability Project 

Florida 
Bob Krasowski, Florida Alliance for A Clean Environment, The Zero Waste Collier 

County Group 

Georgia 

Tom Ferguson, Foundation for A Global Community 
Bobbie Paul, Georgia WAND 
Glenn Carroll, Nuclear Watch South 
Bob Darby, Food Not Bombs, Atlanta 

Hawaii 

Henry Curtis, Life of the Land 

Idaho 

Beatrice Brailsford, Snake River Alliance 
Chuck Broscious, Environmental Defense Institute 

Illinois 

Dave Kraft, Nuclear Energy Information Service 
Carolyn Treadway, No New Nukes 

Indiana 

Grant Smith, Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana 
John Blair, Valley Watch, Inc. 

Iowa 

Maureen McCue, PSR Iowa 

Kansas 

Dave Pack, Kansas City Peaceworks 
Anne Suellentrop, Kansas City PSR 
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Kentucky 

Mary Davis, Earth Island Institute 

Louisiana 

Nathalie Walker, Advocates for Environmental Human Rights 

Maine 

William S. Linnell, Cheaper, Safer Power 
Bruce Gagnon, Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space 

Maryland 

Dagmar Fabian, Crabshell Alliance 
Johanna Neumann, Maryland PIRG 
Max Obuszewski, Baltimore Nonviolence Center 
Lucy Duff, Peace and Justice Coalition-Prince George’s County 

Massachusetts 

Debbie Grinell, C-10 Research and Education Foundation 
Deb Katz, Citizens Awareness Network 
Mary Lampert, Pilgrim Watch 

Michigan 
Jesse Deer In Water and Jessie Pauline Collins, Citizens Resistance at Fermi Two 
Michael Keegan, Coalition for a Nuclear Free Great Lakes 
Georgia Donovan, Izaak Walton League-Dwight Lydell Chapter 
Terry Miller, Lone Tree Council 
Patricia Gillis, Voices for Earth Justice 
Alice Hirt, Don’t Waste Michigan 
Nancy Seubert, IHM Justice, Peace, and Sustainability Office 
Lynn Howard Ehrle, International Science Oversight Board-Organic 

Consumers Association 
Kay Cumbow, Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination 
Ronald and Joyce Mason, Swords Into Plowshares Peace Center and Gallery 
David Gard, Michigan Environmental Council 
Steve Senesi, Kalamazoo Non-Violent Opponents of War 
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Minnesota 

Danene Provencher, West Metro Global Warming Action Group, Inc. 
Glady Schmitz, Mankato Area Environmentalists 
 George Crocker, North American Water Office 
Bruce Drew, Prairie Island Coalition 

Mississippi 

Louie Miller, Mississippi Sierra Club 

Missouri 

Mark Haim, Missourians for Safe Energy 
Kat Logan Smith, Missouri Coalition on the Environment 

Montana 

Florence Chessin, Missoula Women for Peace, a branch of Women’s International 
League for Peace and Freedom 

Nebraska 

Buffalo Bruce, Western Nebraska Resources Council 
Tim Rinne, Nebraskans for Peace 
  
Nevada 

Judy Treichel, Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force 
Jim Haber, Nevada Desert Experience 

New Hampshire 

Will Hopkins, New Hampshire Peace Action 

 New Jersey 
 Paula Gotsch, Grandmothers, Mothers and More for Energy Safety 
 Norm Cohen, Coalition for Peace and Justice-UNPLUG Salem Campaign 

New Mexico 

Mervyn Tilden, Sovereign Dine’ Foundation 
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Janet Greenwald, Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping 
Joni Arends, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety 
Scott Kovac, Nuclear Watch of New Mexico 
Greg Mello, Los Alamos Study Group 
Don Hancock, Southwest Research and Information Center 

 New York 

Joanne Hameister, Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes 
 Anne Rabe, Center for Health, Environment, and Justice 
James Rauch, For a Clean Tonawanda Site (FACTS) 
Barbara Warren, Citizens Environmental Coalition 
  Phillip Musegaas, Riverkeeper 
 Tim Judson, Central New York Citizens Awareness Network 
Manna Jo Greene, Hudson River Sloop Clearwater, Inc. 
Marilyn Elie, IPSEC (Indian Point Safe Energy Coalition) 
Susan Shapiro, Public Health and Sustainable Energy (PHASE) 
Michel Lee, Council on Intelligent Energy & Conservation Policy (CIECP) 

 North Carolina 

Lewis Patrie, Western North Carolina Physicians for Social Responsibility 
E.M.T O’Nan, Protect All Children’s Environment 
Avram Friedman, The Canary Coalition 
Jim Warren, North Carolina Waste Awareness and Reduction Network 
Janet Marsh, Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League 

 North Dakota 

Kandi L. Mossett, Indigenous Environmental Network 
Jodie L. White, The Environmental Awareness Committee, Save Our Sacred Earth 

Campaign 
  
Ohio 

Chris Trepal, Earth Day Coalition 
Terry Lodge, Toledo Coalition for Safe Energy 
Sharon Cowdrey, Miamisburg Environmental Safety and Health Network 

Oklahoma 

Marilyn McCulloch, The Carrie Dickerson Foundation 
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Oregon 

Dona Hippert, Oregon Toxics Alliance 
Charles K. Johnson, Center for Energy Research 
Nina Bell, Northwest Environmental Advocates 
Kelly Campbell, Oregon Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Gerry Pollet, Heart of America Northwest 

Pennsylvania 

David Hughes, Citizen Power 
Katherine Dodge, Northwest Pennsylvania, Audubon Society 
 Gene Stilp, Taxpayers and Ratepayers United 
Ernest Fuller, Concerned Citizens for SNEC Safety 
Patricia Harner, Philadelphia Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Dr. Lewis Cuthbert, Alliance for a Clean Environment 

 Rhode Island 

Sheila Dormandy, Clean Water Action Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Susan Corbett, South Carolina Sierra Club 
 Dr. Finian Taylor, Hilton Head for Peace 

South Dakota 

Deb McIntyre, South Dakota Peace and Justice Center 
Charmaine White Face, Defenders of the Black Hills 

Tennessee 

Donald B. Clark, Network for Economic and Environmental Responsibility, United 
Church of Christ 

Rev. Charles Lord, Caney Fork Headwaters Association 
 Rev. Douglas B. Hunt, Interfaith Power & Light 
Ralph Hutchinson, Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance 
Rev. Walter Stark, Cumberland Countians for Peace and Justice 
Ann Harris, We the People, Inc. 
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Texas 

Eliza Brown, SEED Coalition 
Mavis Belisle, Just Peace 
Gary Stuard, Interfaith Environmental Alliance 
Craig Tounet, Austin Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Jill Johnston, Southwest Workers Union 

Utah 

Margene Bullcreek, Ohngo Guadedah Devia Awareness 
Vanessa Pierce, HEAL Utah 

Vermont 

Arnie Gundersen, Fairewinds Associates, Inc. 
Clay Turnbull, New England Coalition on Nuclear Pollution 
Chris Williams, Vermont Citizens Awareness Network 
Margaret Harrington Tamulonis, Women’s International League for Peace and 

Freedom 

Virginia 

Scott Sklar, The Stella Group, Inc. 
 Elena Day, People’s Alliance for Clean Energy 

Washington 
 Tom Carpenter, Hanford Challenge 

West Virginia 
 Gary Zuckett, West Virginia Citizens Action Group  
  Wisconsin 

Charlie Higley, Citizens Utility Board 
Bonnie Urfer and John LaForge, Nukewatch Wisconsin 
Al Gedicks, Wisconsin Resources Protection Council 
Judy Miner, Wisconsin Network for Peace and Justice 

Wyoming 

Mary Woolen, Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free 

20



End notes: 

http://www.beyondnuclear.org/on-site-storage/2020/8/19/principles-for-
safeguarding-nuclear-waste-at-reactors-harden.html 

In terms of cost, the attached study puts the cost of transfering all irradiated nuclear 
fuel from pools to dry casks as $7-10 billion, if memory serves. That's a Jan. 2003 
figure, so might need adjustment for inflation. However, that's just status quo dry cask 
storage. Safety, security, monitoring, etc. would have to be added, to harden the dry 
cask storage, and well designed and manufactured dry casks (as opposed to Holtec's) 
would have to be at the heart of it. So that would all cost more. But compare the cost 
of HOSS to the cost of a radiological catastrophe that would result from a pool fire, or 
even a dry cask failure on the shore of Lake Michigan. 

---Kevin Kamps, Beyond Nuclear & Don't Waste Michigan 

The following link provides a good definition of Hardened On-Site Storage (HOSS).  

https://www.nirs.org/campaigns/dont-waste-america/hardened-site-storage/ 
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