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notice,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

* % %

PUBLIC MEETING ON THE P DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

PRIVATE FUEL STORAGE FACILITY

Little America Inn
500 South Main Street
Salt Lake City, Utah

Thursday, July 27, 2000

The above-entitled meeting commenced, pursuant to

at 7:00 p.m.
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PARTICIPANTS:

Dr. Susan Shankman, NRC

Mark Delligatti, NRC

Scott Flanders, NRC

Glenn Carpenter, U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Allen Summerfield, U.S. Surface Transportation Board

Gary Kently, U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs
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PROCEEDINGS
(7:00 p.m.)

DR. SHANKMAN: I would like to welcome you all. I
hope you got some of our handouts. I also hope that anybody
who was interested got a copy of this Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. This meeting is between the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S.
Bureau of Land Management, and the U.S. Surface
Transportation Board.

We have an introduction, and we want to go over
some of the elements of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, but the Governor is here and asked if he can
answer. He’s on a tight schedule, so we are going to allow
him to make a statement, then we will continue with the
meeting.

But I wanted to welcome you all. I am Susan
Shankman. I’'m the Deputy Director of the Division of Safe
Fuel Storage, Project Office, future storage and
transportation of spent fuel. And with that, Governor,
could you use the microphone back there because it is hooked
up to the court reporter. We’ll take the comments, and we
have a court reporter who is recording all the comments as
they are stated. Thank you.

GOVERNOR LEAVITT: Thank you. I want to thank the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Bureau of Land Management,
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Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Surface Transportation
Board for the opportunity for the public setting in which to
make our comments. I’'ll be commenting tonight, and a
representative for the state government will also be
commenting tomorrow evening in Grantsville.

May I suggest, the decision that you are preparing
to make is one of extreme importance to the future of Utah,
to the Goshutes, and to the nation as a whole. It could
have significant, long-term impacts on the health and safety
of Utah’s citizens and of individuals who live on high level
nuclear waste transportation corridors throughout the
nation. Approval of this proposal would cause the
unprecedented movement of massive amounts of high level
nuclear waste throughout the nation, creating risks that
may, in the end, turn out to be unnecessary. It could also
have significant, long-term impacts on Utah’s economy and
could even harm the nation’s military readiness.

Such an important decision deserves your very
careful review and consideration. Frankly, this draft does
not support such a careful review. The DEIS is seriously
deficient in information and analysis required by the NEPA,
by federal regulations, and by common sense. It will not
come as a surprise to you that I continue to oppose the
transportation and storage of high level nuclear waste

within Utah. The initial review of this draft only
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heightens my concern.

The PFS high level nuclear waste storage facility
is the largest facility of its kind ever proposed for
licensing by the NRC. The consequences and cumulative
impacts are equally significant and have not been adequately
analyzed. I’'m sure the NRC is aware of the magnitude of
this proposal, but the cooperating agencies and the public
should be made aware of the extreme nature of this proposal.

This site will store 40,000 metric tons of high
level nuclear waste in 4,000 casks. To put this in
perspective, today there are only 436 such storage units or
casks for commercial spent fuel in the entire United States,
one-tenth the number proposed for Skull Valley.

Furthermore, 12 of the 13 storage sites are within
three-quarters of a mile of a nuclear power plant. The
experience to date with transportation of commercial waste
involves short distances compared to the cross-country route
required for the PFS facility’s proposal.

The DEIS ignores or inadequately addresses many of
the issues that could have a significant impact on the
health and safety of Utah’s citizens. Potentially
significant risks associated with earthquakes are not
analyzed at all in the DEIS. Nor are risks associated with
nearby military activities. Information about the risks

resulting from the transportation of high level nuclear
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waste to the facility is scarce in the DEIS. 1It’s
surprising that, given the unprecedented volumes of high
level nuclear waste that would be transported if this
project were approved, NRC has chosen to rely on outdated
studies, with little project-specific analyses.

The individual and cumulative impacts on military
installations and operations in, over, and near Skull Vvalley
are not even described, much less analyzed in the Draft EIS.
The risks from cruise missile and F-16 crashes, the
emergency evacuation route through Skull Valley in case of a
chemical leak, the essential ongoing use of the airspace
over Skull Valley for access to the Utah Test and Training
Range -- discussions of all of these and numerous other
military activities are missing from this draft.

Furthermore, the socio-economic impacts to Hill
Air Force Base and its surrounding communities if Utah Test
and Training Range operations are curtailed and are never
considered in the Draft EIS. These are critical impacts of
significant consequence. Not just for the safety of this
country but for national defense. I might add this is the
same area which, on two occasions during the course of the
last three years, we have had incidents with cruise
missiles; one inherently crashing into the ground and the
other having to be destroyed because it was not

controllable. This is a very serious problem that is not
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even considered in the draft.

The Draft EIS does not address potential economic
costs of a storage or transportation accident. Despite the
fact that the Price Anderson Act does not indemnify a
private away-from-reactor storage facility, NRC has no
on-site nuclear property or insurance reguirements. .If
there is an accident or other problem, PFS’ liability under
the lease agreement with the Skull Valley Band is normally
limited to the money available through commercially
reasonable nuclear liability insurance, even if actual costs
are much higher.

There are no assurances that potential on or off
Reservation impacts from an on-site incident will be
properly addressed. By its nature, it’s a limited liability
company. This is a matter on which almost unlimited
liability could be created. It is unclear whether the Price
Anderson Act will cover accidents that occur during the
transportation of high level nuclear waste to or from this
facility. But, even if it does, nuclear utilities would be
liable for a maximum of $9.43 billion of accident costs.

The federal government, U.S. taxpayers, would be responsible
for the rest, and the rest could be significant.

The estimated economic costs for a transportation
accident in a metropolitan area ranges from $14 to $313

billion. Just to put this into perspective, $313 billion is
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nearly 47 times my entire state’s annual budget. The PFS
facility is not temporary. Once a utility ships its spent
fuel to the PFS, it can shut down its nuclear power reactors
and decommission the power plant. At that point, spent
nuclear fuel cannot be returned to the power plant. 1If a
permanent deep geologic storage is not completed or lacks
sufficient capacity, the spent nuclear fuel cannot be moved
to a permanent facility.

Therefore, even though those utilities in the
east, midwest, and California may have liability for their
spent fuel rods, those rods will be sitting here, in Skull
Valley, less than an hour from where we sit, remaining
legally hot for 10,000 years. Amending the license or the
EIS in the future will not solve the problem. The facility
and the problem will be a permanent one. The Draft EIS just
ignores that problem.

The list of problems with the Draft EIS as well as
the underlying license proposal -- the list of problems is
long. Benefits considered are skewed in favor of the
utilities, and the costs to Utah communities are simply or
almost completely unde;valued. There is no analysis of
impacts to Salt Lake City or to the Wasatch front from the
PFS project, including high level nuclear waste
transportation.

Transportation infrastructure, again, almost
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10
completely ignored. Impacts of transportation accidents and
the equipment and costs needed to respond, again, almost
completely ignored. PFS’ financial responsibility and
liability are not addressed. Interstate transportation
routes are not specifically identified or evaluated, and
hence the impacts to the communities along transportation
corridors are not adequately considered.

The DEIS fails to acknowledge or even consider the
transportation casks are not designed or tested to withstand
transportation accidents ahd sabotage. Now, this is the
same area, I might add, where 44 percent of the nation’s
stockpile of chemical weapons exist. How much of the
project do we want to be in this area? Again, this is not
considered in this draft.

The DEIS fails to acknowledge or consider that
storage casks are not designed for long-term storage. This
is the same technology in which this is being stored. If
it’s so safe, why do we have to move it? Earthquake and
seismic evaluations are excluded from the Draft EIS,
effectively prohibiting participating agencies from
evaluating risks, costs and benefits and separate and
cumulative impacts. This also eliminates the opportunity
for public review and pubic comment.

Existing restrictions in the BLM Resources

Management Plan on transport of hazardous wastes are ignored

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
Court Reporters
1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 842-0034




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

11
again in the Draft EIS. Impacts to RS2477 roads, again,
have not even been evaluated in the DEIS. Wildfire danger,
including fires sparked by train operations in Skull Valley,
has received highly inadequate evaluation.

I also have a concern about the public process for
DEIS review. The two hearings scheduled are too few and too
early in this process, in this comment period. The State of
Utah’s request to reschedule the public hearings and extend
the comment period was denied by the NRC. However, citizens
have attempted to review a copy of the Draft EIS at the
NRC's official document repository at the University of
Utah’s library only to be told that there was no copy on
file.

The purpose of this public comment period is to
inform the public as well as the cooperating agencies.
Therefore, I hope the federal agencies will recognize the
importance of timely, available information in the NEPA
process and reconsider our request.

In the interest of time, I will not address other
concerns this evening. The State is continuing its
evaluation of the Draft EIS. Additional written comments
will be submitted by the deadline for the Draft EIS, and I
will be exercising my consistency review of the BLM Resource
Management Plan as provided under BLM regulation.

In closing, I want to say this: simply that this
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12
Draft EIS is deficient in so many respects that it cannot
serve as the basis for the careful analysis and
consideration that a project of this magnitude deserves. I
also urge you to expand the comment period and availability
of the Draft EIS to ensure adequate opportunity for public
input. And, as I have said many times, if temporary storage
is so safe, then high level nuclear waste can stay where it
is. Thank you.

DR. SHANKMAN: Thank you very much. And you will
leave a copy of that with us? Thank you very much,
Governor.

Okay. Well, thank you for your patience. There
are some people waiting outside. Let’s give them a minute
to come in. There’'s also room in the other room. As I
noted before, in case you came in late, there are copies of
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Okay. Let’'s get started. As I said before, I am
Susan Shankman. I am the Deputy Director of the Spent Fuel
Project Office at the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
This meeting is to hear your comments. We are going to have
a brief introduction. The microphone in the middle of the
room in which the Governor spoke is the best microphone to
make your comments bécause of the court reporter, so I would
ask everybody to please honor that during the meeting.

This is a meeting in which the U.S. Nuclear
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13
Regulatory Commission, who is represented at the table by
myself; Mark Delligatti, who is the senior project manager
for this project; and Scott Flanders, to my left, who is the
senior environmental project manager for this project. Also
at the table for the U.S. Bureau of Land Management is
Glenn Carpenter. We also have, from the U.S. Surface
Transportation Board, Allen Summerfield, way to the end of
the table. And right here is Gary Kently, who's from the
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs. And each of the agencies
have put some literature out on the table to explain a
little bit about their agency in case you are not familiar
with it.

This meeting today has one purpose and one purpose
only, which is to accept public comments about our Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. We will take an opportunity
to spend a few minutes to inform you about the schedule and
about the process for submitting comments and to give you a
brief overview of the National Environmental Policy Act
under which this Draft Environmental Impact Statement and
the Environmental Impact Process is being conducted.

The ground rules for tonight are simple. Since we
want to hear everybody'’s comment, we have asked people to
sign up, and we will call you up to the microphone. Please
take a brief few minutes to state what your comment is about

and what your comment is. Every comment is transcribed by
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14
the court reporter. Therefore, they are all considered
public comments. Scott will explain a little bit more why
that’s very important. We need to know what your comment 1is
about and what your comment is.

We have also asked everybody to sign up with their
name and address. The purpose of that is because as a
commentator, you are entitled to get a copy of the final
Environmental Impact Statement, and in case we have a
problem with your comment. Because we also would like
people to make written comments, if you choose not to come
to the microphone, there’'s a form. It looks like this. You
can fold it. It is already preaddressed, and it will arrive
at the right place to be considered as a comment. And,
again, we ask for your name and address.

The ground rules are respect. We are going to
talk about the Environmental Impact Statement. We are not
going to talk about the whole project, and we are also going
to spend the next few hours together. The meeting as been
noticed to be from 7:00 to 10:00, and we expect to complete
our business. 1If, for some reason, we need to go longer
than that, if we all agree to do that, we will extend it
another half an hour. But the room -- we only have the room
for a certain amount of time. I regret that we can’t do it
another night. We will be in Grantsville tomorrow night, in

case somebody chooses to come there, at the middle school.
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So let me tell you, briefly, the process as we
receive an application. We are a federal agency. We
]icense the use, the transport, the possession of
radiocactive material that falls under the Atomic Energy Act.
So under Part 72, which is part of our regulations, we
received an application. We noticed that application and
the Environmental Impact Statement that we were going to do,
and we had scoping meetings. Some of you may have attended
the scoping meetings.

At the same time that we were asked to license the
facility for 20 years, the Bureau of Indian Affairs was
asked to approve a 25-year lease between PFS and the Skull
Valley Band of Goshute Indians, so that’s the action that
BIA was asked to do.

The Bureau of Land Management was also asked to
approve a right-of-way request for the rail line, and also
the Surface Transportation Board, which is the fourth
cooperating agency, must grant a license to construct and
operate the proposed rail line. That is why we are all
cooperating in doing this Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and cooperating in having the comments received.
And the final document will also be prepared by all four
agencies. |

We did an environmental review. We requested

additional information from the applicant. We, then,
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16
prepared the draft document, which, as I said, is available
in the front. Right now we are in the public comment period
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. If the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement does not contain data that we
should know about it, we need to hear about it. If we have
analyzed it in a manner that someone feels we should have
analyzed it differently, we need to hear that. If something
that we have, for some reason, which has data that
contradicts what you know to be true, we need to know that.

The public comment period is just that. We have
analyzed it. We have used technical experts. We have
prepared a document. It is called draft because it’s draft.
So I urge you to take the opportunity to make a public
comments after an introduction by Scott Flanders. He is
going to talk a little bit more about how we’ve prepared
this document. He is going to talk no more than 15 or 20
minutes, so be prepared to talk. Mark Delligatti will call
you up to the microphone, and I hope we have a very
successful evening. Thank you.

SCOTT FLANDERS: Good evening. Can everyone hear
me okay in the back of the room? Good. As Dr. Shankman
said, the purpose of the meeting tonight is to hear from the
public, to hear from you, on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. However, for folks that are not as familiar with

the Environmental Impact Statement oOr Environmental Impact
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17
Statement process, I would like to spend a few minutes
talking about a few issues related to that process.

Specifically, I would like to talk about the
National Environmental Policy Act process commonly referred
to as NEPA. Next, I would like to talk about the Private
Fuel Storage proposal, provide a brief overview of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, discuss the schedule that we
are working to and discuss the public participation process.
If I could have the next slide, please.

The National Environmental Policy Act was enacted
in 1969, and if you can take one thought away as it relates
to the requirements placed on the federal agencies by the
National Environmental Policy Act, it’s that two major
requirements were placed on the federal agencies. The first
is to develop a systematic approach for analyzing
environmental impacts as it relates to your actions, and the
second is to develop a detailed statement for major federal
actions significantly effecting the quality of the
environment, and that detailed statement is an Environmental
Impact Statement. If I could have the next slide, please.

This slide, Dr. Shankman just spoke to a moment
ago. I put this slide back in to point out just a few
things. Specifically, I want to look at the bullet down
here in the corner, which talks about the review of public

comment and prepare a Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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Right now, we are in the public comment process, and we want
to hear comments from the public. And once we get those
comments, we take those comments in, review them, analyze
them to determine how we are going to revise the document
and also to prepare written responses to your comments so
that you see how those comments are analyzed.

Once that process is done, we, then -- each of the
four federal agencies will prepare a separate record of
decision. KXeep in mind, although we are working on one
Environmental Impact Statement, as Dr. Shankman :mentioned,
there are four federal acts that are being made, and each
agency has to make their own record of decision. If I could
have the next slide, please.

The Private Fuel Storage proposal. The proposal
can be thought of in two primary pieces. The first is to
construct and operate independent spent fuel storage
installation on the Reservation of the Skull Valley Band of
Goshute Indians, and the second piece is construction and
operation of a rail line to transport the spent fuel to the
proposed facility. If I could have the next slide, please.

This slide is a map of the area of the Skull
Valley area, and I put this slide in to allow you to get
some orientation as to where this proposed project will
occur and to get some feel for the rail alignment as well at

the location of the facility. As you can see, the proposed
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rail line that Private Fuel Storage is proposing to build
actually starts just south of I-80 and travels around the
side of the Cedar Mountains and into the proposed facility.

The rail lines are approximately 32 miles long,
and the width of the corridor is about 40 feet wide of rail
corridor. As you can see, the Reservation would be located
in the northwest corner of the Reservation, approximately
three and a half miles from the Skull valley Village. If I
could have the next slide, please.

The next slide is a bird’'s-eye view of the
proposed facility. The point -- the features I would like
to point out are in the gray area here, which is a 99 acre
restricted area. And within that 99 acre restricted area,
there’s a canister transfer building where the spent fuel
will be transferred from shipping casks to storage casks and
placed out on the storage pads. The storage pads are
grouped in blocks -- four blocks of 200 each, and each
storage pad will hold about eight casks. Next slide,
please.

To give you some feel for the casks themselves, I
first would like to start with your right and look at the --
how the casks are loaded. As I mentioned just a moment ago,
I said the canisters containing the spent fuel would
actually be transported from shipping casks to storage

casks. First, the spent fuel is actually loaded into a
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metal canister. That metal canister is welded shut once
that fuel is loaded into it, and then the sealed metal
canister is, then, placed in the shipping cask and
transported to the facility.

Once it at the facility, the canister is not
opened but transferred from the shipping cask into a storage
cask. To give you a feel for the cask that’s being proposed
for use at the Private Fuel Storage Facility, we have this
diagram. A few dimensions. This is the canister, the metal
canister I just spoke of that’s welded shut.

It is, approximately, 5 feet 8 inches in diameter
and about 15 feet tall. The canister itself is made out of
stainless steel material, and it is probably about half an
inch thick in diameter, the material itself. The cask,
which the canister is loaded into, as you can see, the
dimensions there is, approximately, 19 feet tall, 11 feet in
diameter. It also has an inner and outer steel shell, and
in the middle of the shell is a radiation seal made of
concrete. And that radiation seal is, approximately, 2 feet
thick. If I could have the ne#t slide, please.

Before I go into an overview of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, I would just like to spend
just a few minutes discussing the development of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. Specifically, I would like

to focus on the information that was gathered and used by
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technical experts to prepare the document. We use technical
experts from Oakridge National Laboratories, Pacific
Northwest National Laboratories as well as NRC staff experts
and experts from the cooperating agencies.

In addition to that, we also have other experts
review the work that was done as we were preparing the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. But, specifically, the
information that was used to develop the document, there are
several sources, and the first source I would like to speak
about is the Private Fuel Storage application.

The Private Fuel Storage application, NRC requires
an environmental report to be submitted as well as a safety
analysis report, which contains detailed information about
the design of the facility as well as environmental impacts
associated with the proposal.

In addition to those two sources of information,
we also gathered information from a process which we call
Request for Additional Information. And that process 1is
used when the NRC and other cooperating agencies believe
there is additional information that we think is necessary
to fully analyze the environmental impact. And we have
issued quite a few requests for additional information of
PSF so we could complete a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

The next source of information I would like to
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discuss is a public scoping process. A public scoping
process occurred over several years. We had three scoping
meetings. The first starting in June of 1998 and two others
in April of ’99. We also obtained written comments as well,
and that information was, of course, folded in and
considered as we developed an Environmental Impact
Statement.

Other sources of information included the site
visit where technical experts were brought to the site and
had an opportunity to actually review the site for
themselves as they considered the information as well as the
written information provided to them, but they also had an
opportunity to see the site themselves and factor that into
their thought process as they developed their analysis. We
also received information from tribal, state, county and
local governments, primarily through the request for
additional information process, but we also had consultation
meetings with the State Historic Preservation officer as
well.

We also obtained information from federal
agencies. We had discussions with the Fish and Wildlife
Service, the Advisory Council of Historic Preservation. We
had meetings with the U.S. Air Force to discuss and
understand our mission in the area as well as describe the

proposal, the Private Fuel Storage proposal, so we could
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determine if there were any interactions or result in an
Environmental Impact Statement. We also met with the Dugway
Proving Ground, the Department of Army as well as the
Environmental Protection Agency.

And, finally, we also used a dJreat deal of
publicly available documents in our process of developing
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, draft documents on
different species and resources in the area, and we used
that information to factor into our analysis. If I could
have the next slide, please.

The overview of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. As you can see, the document is quite large, so
to go into a great deal of detail in the review process
would take quite a bit of time, so instead, I would just
like to provide a road map for individuals to follow as they
review the document, and try to focus on the most
significant portions of the document.

The first is starting with the purpose and need.
The purpose and need of the document is discussed in chapter
1 of the document, and gives an overview, of course, of the
need for the action and the purpose; why it is being
proposed.

Next, chapter 2, we analyze the alternatives of
the proposal including alternative technologies, alternative

transportation methods as well as alternative site
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locations.

In chapter 3, we discuss the effect of the
environment, and we discuss it by-resource-by-resource
basis. For example, we discuss ecological resources, costal
resources, etc, and presented more of a baseline of the
current plans that currently exist in the valley.

Next, we prepared an impact analysis, and the
impact analysis is contained in three chapters. Chapter 4
of the document contains the impact analysis associated with
the proposed itracy itself, the proposed -- the facility
that is being proposed to be built on the Reservation of the
Skull Valley Band of Goshute Indians.

Next, we discussed the transportation impacts.
That included construction and operation of a rail line as
well as alternatives of that, and transportation of the
material across country as well.

Then in chapter 6, we rolled the two pieces
together. Remember, I said the proposal consisted of two
pieces: the facility and the transportation facility or the
rail line. Now, we wanted to make sure we did not segment
the process, and we considered all the impacts associated
with the proposal as a whole, and that’s what we did in
chapter 6. We rolled all those together, looked at all the
alternatives to ensure that we looked at the impacts as a

whole. If I could have the next slide, please.
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Mitigation measures. Mitigation measures were
discussed in both chapters 4 and 5, and identify mitigated
measures that the cooperéting agencies recommended be
required. And we also included the mitigation measures in
chapter 9, which allows one place where you can see all the
mitigation measures associated with the proposal.

On the next chapter is chapter 7, which deals with
the alternate site selection process as well as analyzing an
alternative candidate site that Private Fuel Storage
considered in their process of selecting a location for
their proposed facility.

Chapter 8 deals with the cost benefit analysis,
which considered the cost and benefits from both the
standpoint of both economic and other cost of benefits that
are not easily quantifiable.

And, finally, in chapter 9, we concluded what the
comparison of the different alternatives that we analyzed of
the process so that the reader could understand the
differences between the different alternatives. And we also
included recommendations and recommended mitigation
measures, and presented our preliminary conclusions on the
document. If I could have the next slide, please.

Based on the analysis and the information
contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, our

preliminary conclusion is the following: Consideration of
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the mitigation measures that the cooperating agencies
recommended as well as measures required by other federal
and state permitting agencies, we believe that the impacts
associated with the proposed action would be reduced to
acceptable levels. If I could have the next slide, please.

That just provides you with a brief overview of
the document. It just walks you through the chapters and
gives you, more or less, a road map. Now I would like to
briefly discuss the environmental schedule. This schedule,
this particular slide shows the entire process. It gives
dates for each portion of the processes that we have been
involved in and that we showed you in the earlier slides.

What I would like to focus in on is the comment
period. As you can see, the comment period does not end
until September 21st, so we will be receiving comments until
September 21st. Once we review all the comments, our job,
then, is to analyze all the comments, review them,
understand how we need to revise the document to address all
the concerns and issues as it relates to new information
being provided to us; provide written comments so everyone
understands how their comments have been dispositioned, then
prepare the final Environmental Impact Statement. And that
final Environmental Impact Statement, our current schedule
is to complete that sometime in early 2000. We believe we

can work on that type of a schedule. If I could have the
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next slide, please.

The public comment process. As I said earlier,
the public comment period does not end until September 21st,
but there are several ways to provide comments to the NRC.
You can provide them in writing to the address that is
listed there in the slide as well as via the web. We have
the document available on the web, on the NRC home page -- I
will give you that address in a minute -- and there is also
comment forms on the web page where you can provide comments
via the web. And, of course, tonight, you can present oral
comments on the document as well. Next slide please.

As I said, the first bullet gives you the website
address where you can view the document on the web. Please
keep in mind that it is case sensitive so you want to make
sure you type it in just as it is presented there. You can
also obtain a free copy of the document. If you prefer to
read a hard copy as opposed to on the web, you can obtain a
free copy of the document by writing to the address listed
there or by E-mail to the web address -- there is the E-mail
address there as well as by fax -- and a free copy will be
provided to you.

We also have some copies available here tonight,
and to the extent that supplies last, certainly feel free to
take one. And once the supplies are exhausted, there is a

sign-up sheet where you can identify which documents you
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want as well as these other means of getting a copy of the

document. Next slide, please.
Points of contact. As we said, there are four
agencies involved in this process. Each one has a

particular federal action. These are different names,
addresses and telephone numbers that you can contact if you
have any specific questions about each of the agency’s
action. Or if you have any general comment on the proposal
as a whole or the prospect as a whole, you can certainly
contact myself or Mr. Delligatti.

. With that, I will conclude my remarks. I would
like to turn the meeting back over to Dr. Shankman so we can
begin hearing your public comments. I thank you very much
for your time.

DR. SHANKMAN: At last count, we have about 60
people who have signed up to speak, and if you do the math,
if we limit people to about two to three minutes, we should
be able to hear from everybody. If you can’t finish -- I
would like to respect everybody’s right to speak. So what I
would like to do is propose that you speak for two to three
minutes. If you can’t complete that statement in that time,
you’'re free to write. And like I said, we can come back to
someone at the end of the meeting.

I don’t think it is fair to anybody to give

somebody more time at the beginning if somebody signed up at

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
Court Reporters
1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 842-0034




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

29
the end of the list, so I would like to keep it to two to
three minutes in a respectful manner. Because there are so
many people who do want to speak, we will not take a break.
We will continue because the court reporter will con;inue to
take the comments.

So if you need to take a break and you need to use
the restrooms or take a walk or get a glass of water, I hope
you’ll do so quietly, and we will continue with the meeting.
With that, we will start with the names, Mark. Okay? And I
would ask that you please be respectful. Our job is to hear
everybody’'s comments, and more than anything else tonight, I
would like everybody who came who wants to speak to get a
chance to say at least the first few minutes of what they
want to say.

As I said, we will be more than happy to take
written statements. I think I showed you the forms. Fill
them out. You can also access the website, and you can
expand. You can say, I made a comment at the public meeting
on X -- you know, on this date, and I would like to add to
it. So there’'s more than one way to get a more full
statement. Okay. I appreciate the patience. I know it'’s
going to be a long evening. There will be a lot of people.
Okay. Go ahead, Mark.

MARK DELLIGATTI: We have a number of elected

officials who have requested to speak, and one of them told
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us that he has a time commitment. So Chairman Bear, with
your indulgence, I will ask the Honorable Scott N. Howell to
go next. He’s the minority leader of the Utah State Senate.
Senator Howell, if you are still here.

SENATOR HOWELL: Welcome to Utah. It is nice to
have your here, Dr. Shankman. We appreciate your time. To
start off with, let me just give you a little viewpoint of
my senatorial district. It goes from the top of the Wasatch
mountains down to the Jordan River. It encompasses about a
20-mile area, so I've got within my senatorial district
three superfund sites. So I am very familiar with what’s
happened to our environment, so and so forth.

I think what I would like to do is share a quick
analysis of what I thought of this, and what, if I were
sitting where you were tonight, what I’d be thinking about.
Number one, is this safe, and is it the right thing to do?

I had a call the other night from an engineer who had
indicated that he knew that this was the safest way of
transporting and storing this type of waste that there ever
was.

What was interesting about this is he went on to
talk to me about how safe it was and what a great economic
ploy it could be for the State of Utah. The first thing I
thought about was, Why not Nevada? Why not Massachusetts?

Why not California? If it is such a great thing for our
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state, why isn’t it a great thing for the other states? 5o
I have to confess that that put up a red flag. I want you
to know tonight, too, that this is a nonpartisan issue.
This is not democrats. It is not republicans. It is not
independents. It is our children’s future. It is our
children’s children’s future that we have to think about.

Some of the facts that my staff put together for
me and that I found alarming, 92 percent of the reaction
material that is producing the waste are located east of
Colorado. None are in Utah. There will be 40,000 metric
tons of uranium to be stored. A storage of this volume of
waste is unprecedented. It has never been done before. The
proposed facility location is seismaticly not safe, and I
would ask in all the presentations as I listen to you
tonight that you consider that very carefully.

Your local newspaper said this: No state that
allows such a thing should think of this as temporary. Nor
should it underestimate the message it would send about our
willingness to accept others’ nuclear trash. I’'m an elected
official, and what I have seen for ten years is something
that is very, very disturbing to me. I wonder if the
Goshutes right now would be willing to take the State of
Utah'’s surplus, $114 million, in exchange for that land to
give to them as opposed to bringing in nuclear storage. And

I can tell you right now that I believe that the heart of
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this matter is dollars, and I am concerned about that.

I am very, very concerned. And please indulge
this crowd. I have been where you are, and I know all about
it, and they are respectful, but their emotions are high.

If we exchange with the Goshutes or we make a proposal to
them that we would take our surplus from next year and give
it to them, I bet you dollars to cents that they would take
that proposal and that would end the negotiations. It would
be over and done. I’ve learned in my ten years at Capital
Hill do not -- do not let dollars predict the future. If we
do that, then we all lose as a society. Thank you for
coming. Thank you for your politeness. We appreciate you
here in Utah.

MARK DELLEGATTI: Next speaker will be the
Honorable Leon Bear, chairman of the Skull Valley Band of
Goshute Indians. Chairman Bear.

CHAIRMAN LEON BEAR: Hello. My name is Leon Bear.
I am the Chief of the Skull vValley Band of Goshute Indians,
chairman of the executive committee. I live on the
Reservation in Skull Valley with my wife, daughters and
granddaughter. Thank you for this opportunity to present
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement or the
proposed temporary spent fuel storage facility on the Skull
Valley Goshute Reservation.

The potential environmental impact on this project
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is not something we have taken lightly. Our land is all we
have to sustain this and future generations of our tribe.

We were almost wiped out by the settlers moving here 150
years ago. We survived then, and we will survive now. Our
general council began looking at the feasibility of a
storage facility when the federal government was looking for
volunteer host communities in the late 1980s.

We received grants to study spent fuel storages,
and we visited nuclear storage sites all over the country
and in four foreign countries. We talked to people in the
nuclear power plants and in the community surrounding the
plants of storage facilities. We even talked to
environmentalists and anti-nuclear activists because we
wanted to see all sides. It seems clear to us that the
scientific facts show that the facility like this can be
built and operated safely without any significant risk to
our people and our environment.

A substantial majority of the adult members of the
tribe signed resolutions in favor of pursuing this project.
I am pleased that the Draft EIS thoroughly analyzes
potentially environmental impacts and concludes that with
the regulations that will govern the facilities and mitigate
actions and NRC requirements and the DEIS. There will be
small potential for environmental impacts. We do not see

any impacts that will significantly effect our lives on the
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Reservation.

I am also glad to see that the DEIS recognizes the
positive economic impact that this facility will have for
the tribe, the county and the state. It will create
well-paid jobs for many that may attract members of our band
back to our Reservation. It will give us revenues that can
be used for our government services, like health insurance
and health care, housing, education and training.

I want to make it clear that we are not ignorant,
impoverished people, desperate enough to take any project
that will bring income. We have turned down the state’s
proposal of a landfill. Why would we want to permanently
bury Salt Lake City’s trash on our land? We have turned
down other proposals that would have spoiled our lands.

I also want to make it clear that we are not
turning over our Reservation to PFS or the federal
government. We are working on our own environmental code to
work with the EPA. We will monitor PFS activities every
step of the way.

We have already gained considerable experience in
monitoring and protecting our environment in our tribe’s
investigation and clean up of the sheep killed by army’s
nerve gas. They were buried by the military on our
Reservation, and we are are learning more about

environmental monitoring at the nuclear facilities through
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our internships at nuclear powerplants.

Numerous tribal members had opportunity to visit
various sites; Yucca Mountain, Idaho National Environment
Engineering Laboratories in Idaho, and Northern States
Power, Perry Island Nuclear Power Facility to further inform
themselves in the nuclear field. Because of the more than
ten years of study and work we have done in this field, most
of our members are well beyond the irrational fear stage
when they hear the word "nuclear."

Sure, we know the risk of exposure to bare fuel,
but we have also seen firsthand how relatively simple it 1is
to shield the fuel and make it safe to store.

Finally, we have said over and over again
throughout this process that if anyone can show me
scientific evidence that this facility will not be
environmentally safe, I would like to see it. I have heard
a lot of fears expressed and a lot of crazy claims, but I
have seen no evidence yet to persuade me that this facility
cannot and will not be operated safely. Thank you.

MARK DELLIGATTI: The next speaker will the
Honorable Ralph Becker from the Utah State House of
Representatives.

RALPH BECKER: Thank you. I am Ralph Becker, a
state representative from this district and with the author

of resolution in the legislature two years ago to oppose
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this facility, which, as Senator Howell mentioned, was
supported in a bipartisan way and requested -- demanded from
the state’s point of view that we not be the subject of the
refuse of high level nuclear waste in this country.

I've had a chance to review part of your Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, and from my prospective,
there is bias throughout this Draft EIS, and I'1ll just give
you one example. Part of the requirements in doing an
impact statement is that you look at the reasonable range of
alternatives during scoping.

I and others ask that you look at the alternative
of leaving those wastes in place and handling those wastes
in place. 1If it is so safe as has been claimed, why
transport this waste all across the country to make Utah the
dumping ground?

In your Draft EIS, you have ignored what I view as
one of the basic principals of NEPA when it comes to
alternatives. In looking at the range of alternatives that
counsel and environmental direction says you have to look at
a reasonable range, it says those need to be rigorously
explored and objectively evaluated. It says the emphasis 1is
what is reasonable rather than whether the proponent
applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a
particular alternative.

in the Draft EIS when it comes to considering that
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alternative, there is a rather odd explanation for rejecting
consideration of that alternative. You say that the
Secretary of Energy has suggested that option in a
congressional hearing, and then you say it isn‘t right for
consideration by this body.

Now, if it is timely to consider moving tens of
thousands tons of this waste to Utah, then why isn’t it a
consideration to leave it in place? That to me is a
reasonable alternative. It is simpler. It is more cost
effective. It is safer than transporting this highly
hazardous waste all across our country.

I know I speak for a lot of my colleagues in the
legislature and a lot of people in Utah when I express my
disappoint in seeing Utah targeted in this way. In four
years -- it is actually far less than that now. In two
years, we will be welcoming the world to Utah for the
Olympics. That’s a great thing.

How will the world feel that welcoming them is
secondary to dumping into Utah tens of thousands of tons of
some of the most lethal material known to mankind? I ask
that you consider a real range of alternatives and that you
respect the views of Utahns and fully evaluate, in an
objective way, this environmental impact.

MARK DELLIGATTI: Representing the Mayor of Salt

Lake City tonight is Mr. Juan Arce-Larreta. Mr.
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Arce-Larreta, if you are still here.

JUAN ARCE-LARRETA: Good evening. Thank you for
this opportunity to speak. I appreciate your times and
efforts. Like I said, my name is Juan Arce-Larreta. I am
the administrative assistance to the environmental and
intergovernmental relations to Mayor Ross C. Anderson.

Salt Lake City is opposed to any proposal to ship
spent nuclear fuel to the Skull Valley Goshute Band
Reservation and has passed a resolution expressing its
opposition. The city echos the Governor’s concern that the
process and opportunities for public input have been
inadequate from the inception of this proposal.

The safety of the residents of salt Lake City
demands a more thorough process. The negative risks and
perceptions associated with nuclear waste, such as the waste
involved in this proposal, would detrimentally impact the
health, environment and economy of Salt Lake City and all
cities, counties and states through which such waste passes.
Residents of those areas must be heard.

Salt Lake City is committed to revitalizing its
downtown area and those low income and plighted areas within
the city along the proposed transportation routes. The
transportation of high level nuclear waste through those
salt Lake City areas would hinder the city’s plans for

revitalization. The associated decrease in property values

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
Court Reporters
1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 842-0034




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

39
and the negative stereotypes arising from such project would
create substantial barriers to taking this city where it
wants to go.

Can you imagine hearing that casks of high level
nuclear waste contains 40 times the long-lasting radiation
that was released from the Hiroshima bomb are being shipped
through downtown Salt Lake City? Word would spread quickly
that the world’s high level nuclear waste is welcome in
Utah. Utah would be the recipient of waste produced both in
the U.S. and throughout the world.

There is no way to put a positive spin on this.
Salt Lake City would suffer from decreased tourism, and
businesses and families would logically hesitate before
moving to Utah upon learning of Utah’s radiation stockpiles.

I understand that the Goshute Reservation is
struggling economically, but there are better solutions. It
can’t help that the 18,000 acre Goshute Reservation is
surrounded by pollution producing and hazardous material
storage facilities.

To the east of the Reservation is Rush Valley
wherein lies a nerve gas storage facility and the world’s
largest nerve gas incinerator. To the north is the
Magnesium Corporation Plant or MagCorp, which the EPA has
declared as being the most polluting plant of its kind in

the United States, emitting tons of chlorine gas.
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Located to the south is the Intermountain Power
Project that produces coal-fired electrical power primarily
for California. And to the northwest is Envirocare that
accepts low-level radioactive waste.

Who can blame the Goshute people for feeling it is
okay to place high level nuclear waste on 820 acres of their
18,000 acre Reservation? Economically it may sound great to
the Goshute people, but there is no guarantee against
negative long-lasting impacts to the people, land and
ecosystem of the Reservation. Likewise, there 1is no
guarantee that the waste would ever be moved.

The Department of Energy’s broken promises and
unfulfilled commitments throughout this process is a clear
indication of what would be in store for the reéidents of
the Goshute Reservation, the residents of Salt Lake City and
all the residents along the proposed transportation routes.

How can we be sure that this high level nuclear
waste with a life of 10,000 years will be moved off this
proposed temporary holding site at the end of any lease or
license? Federal mandates don’t seem to dictate what is
accomplished by the DOE. What has dictated the actions of
the DOE is the public and private outcry by those not
wanting this waste to'be placed in their backyard.

This leads me to ask why these materials can’t be

stored on site. The industry claims to be running out of
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room and unless a location is found to store these
materials, power plants will have to shut down so no further
waste is produced. These contentions are driven by
economics.

The utility companies stand to save a lot of money
by shipping this waste to the Goshute location. But how do
you put a price on the risks of transporting high level
nuclear waste across the country? You can’'t. The increased
potential of an incident and accordingly the increased
l1ikelihood of loss of life and long-lasting environmental
impacts must not be driven by economic benefits to be
realized by a private industry.

There is no way to guarantee that an accident
won't occur or that it would be contained to a small area.
While the risks of such an incident may be small, the
consequences have the potential of being huge, long lasting
and cannot be measured fiscally. It is a projected that
clean up of a major incident would cost at least $13 billion
and as much as $300 billion.

This would include containment, clean up,
relocation of residents, etc. It is not clear who will be
responsible for these costs. What is clear is that the
taxpayers would pay for the majority of the costs associated
with a major incident.

The proposed shipments to Skull Valley would pass
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through low income and minority neighborhoods located in
salt Lake City. It is clear, and courts have upheld, that
property values along nuclear waste transportation corridors
decrease and the property owners along such corridors are
entitled to compensation for the loss of value. The New
Mexico Supreme Court recently upheld such a decision.

The highest radiation dose experienced by a
population along the transportation route will be along the
corridor within Salt Lake County and especially in Salt Lake
City where the rail lines pass closer to residences. The
increase in radiation will result in a higher incidence of
cancer for those living along the corridor. Health impact
studies were completed on a model of a 154-pound adult male.
Sstudies did not address the impacts upon the more vulnerable
populations of women, children or unborn fetuses.

Salt Lake City encourages its residents to educate
themselves and become involved in this process. Please
attend the hearings on this issue, write the National
Regulatory Commission, the BLM, the BIA and the Surface
Transportation Board, all of whom have a say in this matter.
While you’re at it, let the President know how you feel and
contact your elected officials and those running for office.

Salt Lake City encourages the Goshute Tribe to
look at other economic opportunities. The city would be

willing to work with the Goshute Tribe on potential economic
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development projects within Salt Lake City. Salt Lake City
also encourages the federal and state governments and Tooele
County to work diligently and aggressively to remedy the
desperate economic conditions on the Skull Valley Goshute
Reservation.

If any citizens who are present here would like to
come contact me and discuss this further, I would be happy
to talk to you, and my number is 535-7738. That’s my
number. Thank you.

MARK DELLIGATTI: The next speaker is the
Honorable Bill Colbert from the Draper City Council. Mr.
Colbert, are you still here?

HONORABLE BILL COLBERT: Good evening. I am Bill
Colbert, member of the Draper City Council. I’1ll start that
the Draper City Council has not taken a vote. I am speaking
as an individual council member.

First, I just now guickly reviewed of the EIS, the
Draft EIS. I think this plan is seriously flawed, and it
does not seriously look at alternatives; that is, it is
economically driven; that I cannot -- my main question 1is,
is how the applicant for this site feel that this is a safer
facility than leaving it on site or in an area closer to
where this waste is denerated or in an appropriate DOE site?

To me, this whole issue is an issue between DOE

and the nuclear power companies. It is not a Utah problem.
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It never was. Utah does not benefit from this nuclear
power, and I don’'t see why we should take the risk of the
product that other people are making major money from. And
if the result is closing down nuclear power sites while
waiting for approved permanent sites, so be it. Again, it
is not a Utah problem.

I encourage other elected officials in the state
to represent their people and take an active role in
encouraging citizens to get involved and also elected
officials to make a stand on this issue. One thing I think
is a serious concern is that this is called a temporary
site, and right now, we’ve spent well over a billion dollars
down in Nevada in the Yucca Mountain facility, and it still
isn’t deemed safe. And we haven’t spent nearly that looking
at this site, and we have no idea what the long-term safety
implications are.

We also -- if a permanent facility is not
approved, then this is going to end up being a permanent
site by default. It will be. Again, I don’t think any
action should be taken until we find a permanent site
somewhere, and it is an approved site, and we have a
scheduled plan in moving this material into a safe location.

And right now, I see no evidence that this
decision is going to be made soon. I mean, there is talk

about this decision being made next year. If it is so close

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
Court Reporters
1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 842-0034




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

45
and so immediate, then why don’t we wait until next year to
work options as far as moving this material off present
locations? To me, it is.

Again, it’s an eastern states or states east of
the Colorado who are using their political and financial
power to oppress states out in the west that right now do
not have the means to adequately protect their safeteyness
necessarily, and we are being ignored, and it is all over
economics.

And the safety of this whole issue is -- one thing
I noticed in reviewing the report is that the PFS recognized
the possibility of a container leak, and their solution to
that is if they find a container leak after shipping it
across the entire country is to return it back through
populated areas, back to the source of origin. And to me,
that is ludicrous, and, to me, it recognizes that this is
not a perfect site. And there is not a guarantee of safety,
and that they will jeopardize millions of lives and millions
of people to -- again, for some interim economic gain.

One thing that is another issue, this site is next
to an active bombing range. If you look at the Deseret
News, March 26th of this year, there have been at least five
cruise missiles that have crashed out in the West Desert,
supposedly under some type of control, but one of them

actually hit two trailers for a cosmic ray observatory. So
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it is not impossible for an Air Cruise Missile or some other
weapon to hit this site, and I see no evidence that that
safety issue has been addressed in this report.

I know I am out of time, but I encourage other
elected officials to get up here, too. Thank you.

MARK DELLIGATTI: That concludes the list of
tribal, state and local officials who have requested to
speak. I will now go on to the rest of the list. The next
speaker is Mr. Steve Erickson.

STEVE ERICKSON: My name is Steve Erickson. I
represent downwinders. I am going to thank the audience for
being here tonight. It 1is tough when you ask people to come
out and participate in what is ostensively a democratic
process when we all know what the results are going to be
from this process since it is run from the NRC, and the
decision has already been made, and it is now just
essentially being ratified.

Where to begin? With this analysis here at DEIS,
the DEIS fails to substantiate a need for the project. It
goes on to say there’s going to be economic benefits of some
$53 million to the State of Utah; a pittance in the state’s
annual budget, much less a 20-year budget. It poses a phony
alternative in Owl Creek, Wyoming; postulates a Site B just
a half a mile south of the preferred alternative site. Some

alternative. And it fully inadequately assesses the
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no-action alternative.

DEIS states that there are some 15 ISFSIs now and
another 15 to 20 on the drawing board. And in 1984, ’'90 and
'99, the NRC issues environmental assessments in which they
gave a finding of no significant environmental impact for
that continued on-site storage, and it issued eight on-site
storage licenses during that time. So is it a problem that
this waste needs to be moved to a place like Utah?

Well, the DEIS goes on to state there are some
utilities that may run out of physical space in which to
store space, and then it analyzes only the 11 power plants
belonging to the eight utilities of the Private Fuel Storage
consorsium. It didn’t mention any of the other -- what? --
104.

In fact, the DEIS says around 100 nuclear power
plants in the country, which, of course, the capacity of
this facility is supposed to be able to accommodate all of
the nation’s nuclear waste. Some 80 percent may run out of
space by, oh, another ten years. This is documentation of a
need? Hardly.

The NRC, even worse, perhaps, ignores and violates
its own regulations in this Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. I am refefring to new reg. 15-55. In that, the
regulations governing the protocol guidelines, if you wish,

say that EIS must stand on its own as an analytical document
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that fully informs decision makers and the public of the
environmental effects of the proposed action.

Draft DEIS must emphasize issues that are
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