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‘ ' v Category
NRC PUBLIC MEETING FEEDBACK : - 3

Meeting S 1o32013 Meetlng Public Meeting to Receive Comments on the Waste Confidence DGEIS and
Date:- -+ 7 Title:  Proposed Rule - Perrysburg, Ohio - '

Thank you for attending this public'meeting hosted by the NRC. In order to help us understand your views about this
meeting and improve future meetings, please take a coup!e minutes to answer the following questions.

Please address the followmg statements in terms of your experlence at the meeting. 1 is "strongly disagree" and 5 j rs
"strongly agree . "

Eﬁgﬁig “DISAGREE" é%%%%ég “AGREE" | "STRONSLY
. ol
1. The meeting achieved its stated purpose. 1 @ 3 4 5
2. This meeting helped me to understand the topics discussed.: 1 @ 3 4 5
3. The meeting location, starting tlme and duratlon were ' 4 2 ‘
reasonably convenient. co : . . - 3 4 @
-{4. The meeting facility, room set up, microphones, and visuals 1 2 3
~ used: contributed to the success of the meeting. 4 4 @
5. Attendees were given suffi cient opportunity to ask questlons 1 ' 5
or express their views. @ 4 s
6. Attendees were listened to and understood by NRC staff. 1 2 3 @ 5
7. The presentations and explanations given by the NRC staff 1 2 3
were understandable, fair and balanced. ; @ 5
8. | am satisfied overall with the NRC staff who participated 1 5 @
_in the meeting. 4 5

Please provide any suggestions you have on ways the NRC could improve their public meetings:
My understanding was that the meeting was to provide public input as to what couid be done
with nuclear waste. There didn't seem to be any discussion of that in the first 1-1/2 hours so
three of us retired engineers left and didn't hear all the talks.

-

Most of the public comments were by anti-nuclear people. To them nuclear energy causes
many problems with potentially huge future problems. | believe one of the speakers even
mentioned Emerald Ash Borer being caused by nuclear waste. We have heard all their
arguments before and there didn’t seem to be anything new.

" Two speakers spoke for nuclear power. First was a Ottawa County Commlssroner He was
~ looking at the tax base and jobs provided by the Davis Besse plant. A second was a union
~ leader from Columbus who liked the jobs provided in burldmg nuclear plants.

None of the speakers addressed the stated purpose of the meeting of input on what to do with
the nuclear waste. | believe the NRC should provide about ten minutes for the anti-nuclear
group to present their case. After that any speaker who deviated from the intended purpose
would have the microphone shut off and they would be asked to leave the podium. (Possibly
police assistance would be required.) Then the NRC should present a technical presentation on
what options have been considered with the pluses and minuses of each option. Then let the
public comment on the options or other methods of handling the waste.




Please provide any additional comments:
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