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presented in Appendix G Appendix G uses units of collective dose equivalent; however, as also
outlined in the appendix, the radiation protection standards are in units of annual individual dose.
The Supplement should use consistent units and provide data on population densities for nuclear
power plants.

Appendix G.2 (page G-19) provides the average public dose within a 50 miles raduus of a facility
The Supplement should clarify if facilities which fall outside this analysis (e g, have denser
populations yielding more person-rem than indicated in the appendix) must complete a
site-specific analysis.

Page 4-3], Scction 4.3,84, While the overall worker health impact 1s SMALL, Appendix G
shows data from some decommissioning facilities where worker exposure is higher during
decommissioning than during operations. The Supplement should clarify how these higher
exposure levels compare with the radiation protection standards. Also, this section should clarify
whether an analysis was done of the normal wastewater streams produced during
decommissioning that are contaminated with radiation.

Pages 4-30, 4-12 and xii. The Supplement should clarify the circumstances under which
rubblization is permtted. It is EPA's understanding that, to date, rubblization has only been
permutted after site decontamination. Docs the term "rubblization” on page 4-30 refer to the
treatment of concrete or structures that have not been decontamnated? Note that page xii
indicates that the continued dismantlement of structures that have been radiologically
decontaiinated falls outside the scope of the Supplement.

Environmental Justice

- N
Page 4-57, Section 4.3,13.4, Line . The environmental sections of some PSDARs
submitted to date have not provided detailed information. The Supplement should elaborate on
the *appropriate information” that licensees should provide relating to environmental justics in
the environmental section of their PSDARS to enable NRC to obtain sufficient information on
potential environmental justice issues at decommissioning facilities.

Cultural, Historical and Archeological Resources

Page 4-58, Section 43,14, EPA appreciates that, on the whole, decommissioning 1s not likely to
affect previously undisturbed archeological resources potentially located near the facilities, but is
concerned about the potential loss of these facilities as a body of engineering work. The
Supplement mentions that a few facilitics may be eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places individually and that those facilities would then be the subject of mitigation
based upon consultation with thc SHPO. Eventually, however, a substantial number of facilities
may be decommissioned. While the facilities themselves may not be fifty years old nor require
physical in sity preservation, the processes and engineering they employed may merit inclusion
in the Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) The HAER is designed to provide
uniform documentation standards so future scholars can look back at our achievements and study
them for a multitude of purposes. Rather than make this determination on a case-by-case basis,
the NRC may want to consider working with the Advisory Counci? on Historic Preservation and
the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers to achieve a programrmatic
agreément or other programmatic treatment for these facilities

CL-16/70 65
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Transportation

Page 4-68, Section 4 3 17,1, This section should address regulations governing the
transportation of hazardous and mixed wastes as well as of low level waste.

Page 4-69, Section 43,17 2, Line 5. What is meant by "not large enough to destabilize the
important attributes of the system?”

Pages 4-72 to 4-73, Section 4.3,18. The discussion of irretrievable resources more properly
belongs in a section that summarizes environmental consequences. The Supplement could
benefit from having such a section as was done with the recently issued draft NMSS guidance
document on NRC preparation of NEPA documents.

Page 4-72, Section 4.3,18, Line 9. It seems inappropriate to include concrete as an irretrievable
resource.

-y

age 4-72 j 8 1, Line 14, The Supplement states that there “are no regulations that
deal specifically with the concept of irretrievable resources.” It1s unclear what is meant by this
statement. The following statutory and regulatory provisions pertain to irreversible and
jrretrievable resources in the NEPA context:
- NEPA § 102(2)(C)(v), 42U S C. § 4332Q2)(C)(v):
- 40 C.E.R. § 1502.16 (CEQ regulations); and, . .
- 10 C F.R. Part 51, Subpart A, Append;x A (NRC regulations).
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George H. Ryan

2 o' Thomas W. Orterger

Govermor %{& W Director » Fé )
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Y o N
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January 7, 2002 oo
3 3
TO: USNRC
FROM: Gordon Appel
Deputy Director
1llinois Dept. of Nuclear Safcty
217/5244723

Response to Comments on NUREG-0586

We mailed the response on December 28, 2001. Due to the mail, we are faxing this letter to
you,

PAGES..._4_
(including transmittal sheet)
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A AR S
STATEOEILLINOIS
'OF. NUGLEAR SAFETY

1035 OUTER PAKK DRIVE + SPRINGFIELD) ILLINOLS 62704

217:785.9900"s D}
George H. Ryan ), N ie *  Thomas W, Ortciger
Governor N Director
December 28,2001

Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Mailstop T6 D 59

US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Dear Chief, Rules and Directives Branch:

The NRC published a Notice of Availability of the Draft Supplement 1 to
the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement on Decommissioning of
Nuclear Facilities (NUREG-0586) on November 9, 2001 and invited comments
from intercsted parties. In addition, the NRC hosted a series of public meetings to
salicit commeats from the public. The Department of Nuclear Safety was
represented at one of these meetings and would like to offer thesc additional
comments on the Draft Supplement.

As mentioned at the December 6, 2001 public meeting in Chicago, the
scope of the Draft Supplement is inadequate in its evaluation of the long-term
radiological exposure to the public for the reactor entombment decommissioning
method. The scope of the radiological impact studics in the supplement appear to
focus solely on the actual decommissioning process, not the resultant site
conditions remaining after the decommissioning is completed. Specifically,
section 4.3.8 Radiological on page 4-26 states:

“The NRC considers radiological doses to workers and members of
the public when evaluating the potential consequence of decommissioning
activities. Radioactive materials are present in the reactor and support
facilities after operations cease and the fuel has been removed from the
teactor core. Exposure to these radioactive matcrials during
decommissioning may have consequences for workers. Members of the
public may also be exposed to radioactive materials that are released to the
environment during the decommissioning process. All decommissioning
activities were assessed to determine their potential for radiation exposures
that may result in health effects to workers and the public. This section
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Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Page2
December 28, 2001

considers the impacts to workers and the public during decommission
activities performed up to the time of the termination of the license. Any
potential radiological impacts following license termination are not
considered in this Supplement. Such impacts are covered by the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement in Support of Rulemaking on Radlological
Criteria for License Termination of NRC-Licensed Nuclear Facilities,
NUREG-1496." ° . :

For purposes of this GEIS, the NRC is only focussing on the environmental
impact of the actual decommissioning activities between the cessation of
operations and license termination. This approach completely and inappropriately
ignores the environmental impact associated with any radioactive material
remaining following license termination.

. For asite decommissioning that résults in a license termination for
unrestricted use, the long-term radiologicel impacts to the public may well be
within acceptable limits. However, fora decommissioning that results in a license
termination with restricted site use the potential exists for long-term radiological
impacts to the public to be far abové acceptable limits. The draft Supplement does
not consider this potential. While narrowly focussing the radiological studies to
the decommissioning process, the NRC does not consider those potential long-
term impacts to the public, ’

When the original GEIS was issued in 1988, the NRC viewed entombment
as an unlikely decommissioning method. The issue of entombment was not
publicly discussed in the 1997 timeframe that NUREG-1496 was published. Itis
unlikely that NUREG-1496 addresses the long-term radiological impacts
associated with entombment. In 1999, the NRC began to consider entombment as
possible decommissioning options or methods and conducted a workshop in
December 1999 to gain input from the public. On October 16, 2001, the NRC
published an advance notice of proposed rulemaking regarding catombment
options for power reactors. Even with that notice and this draft Supplement, the
NRC has yet to evaluate the Jong-term environmental impacts associated with
entombment of power reactors. In this Supplement, the NRC fails to consider
whether it has the statutory or regulatory autherity to terminate a license that
allows for unrestricted site use with residual contamination present on siteorto
terminate the license with restricted site use in an Agreement State. Residual
contamination Jéft at & site whose license was terminated for unrestricted use could

CL-17/7 be perceived as disposal of low-level radioactive waste, By definition
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Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Page 3
December 28, 2001

entombment is disposal of low-level radioactive waste in the containment
structure. The Atomic Energy Act allows states to assume regulatory authority
over the disposal of low-level radioactive waste in their state. In an Agreement
State it is the Agreement State not the NRC that has the jurisdiction over disposal
of low-level radioactive waste at reactor sites.

The federal government has established policies regarding the disposal of
low-level radioactive waste. The federal Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy
Act of 1980 and the Amendments Act of 1985 require the states to provide for the
disposal of low-level radioactive waste generated within their borders. States were
encouraged to form regional compacts to limit the number of disposal facilities
developed. As an incentive to form compacts, compacts were given certain rights
to control the import and export of low-level radioactive waste into or out of their
region as well as to establish policics regarding the management of waste within
their region. To date, 10 such compacts have been formed and ratified by
Congress. Most compacts envision having one regional disposal facility that
would accept and safely dispose of their region’s waste. Allowing NRC to
determine whether waste can or will remain after a reactor license is terminated is
contrary to the policy of the respective compacts and in direct disregard of the
federal low-level radioactive waste framework established by Congress.

As the NRC evaluates the comments received on the GEIS, it should look
beyond the actual decommissioning process and focus on what condition the site
would be in following license termination. If the possibility exists that radioactive
material will remain on site under an unrestricted or restricted use condition, the
GEIS should consider the associated long-term environmental impacts. In
addition, the NRC should reevaluated their legal standing in deciding what
radioactive material would remain at a reactor site located in an Agreement State
and whether their proposed action would be contrary to the waste management
policies of the applicable compact.

Any question you may have regarding this letter may be directed to me at
217/785-9868.

Thomas W. Ortcige
Director

TWO:bac
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From: *Hickey, Eva E” <eva.hickey@pnl gov>
To: "mim2@nrc.gov™ <mtm2@arc.gov>, "sxi@nic gov™ <sxi@nrc.gov>
Date: 1/15/02 6 25PM
Subject: FW: Comments on NUREG-0586 Draft Supplement 1

—-0Onginal Message----- 2 ;

From: Jerry Delezenski {mailto:JDeleze @ smud org] - T .
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2001 11:12 AM IR 1.
To: 'dgeis @nre.gov’ D bl
Subject: Comments on NUREG-0586 Draft Supplement 1 T 5 .
_:»,',. ~":; i
n . 3 (%) ""J
Cynthia Carpenter, Chief w i

Rules and Directives Branch

Division of Adminustrative Services

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Re: Comments on NUREG-0588 Draft Supplement 1

Ms. Carpenter:

Wa would like to comment on the draft NUREG to correct an error in Table
4-3, ine 21 regarding the Cost Impacts of Decommissioning for Rancho Seco.
Line 21 should read:

913MWe PWR DECON $394

cL-181

Rancho Seco

Please refer to our letter submitted to the NRC Document Control Desk dated
3/26/01 antitied Rancho Seco Report on Decommissioning Funding Status. On
page 2 of the letter we stated:

*...Thewr [TLG) estimate was $495.4 million in 2000 dollars. The
portion of this total that is non NRC-definad decomnussioning activities
related to non-radiological dismantlement and management and storage of
spent fuel is $101 million, most of which1s related to fuel storage
costs...”

..TABLE 2...
2000 $495 Million.....

SMUD, when it first established s decommussioning fund, included
radiological dismantiement costs and costs related to storing spent fuel.
Therefore, $435m -$101m leaves $394 million for equivalent cost discussed n
Table 4-3 of the NUREG.

Since 1999, Rancho Seco has embarked on an extended DECON process scheduled
for completion in 2008 (inciuding license termination). After icense

termination, SMUD will, depending on its business needs, embark on sit

restoration currently estimated at ~$45-80 million. This approximate

estmata dollar figura was never a part of the decommissioning trust fund.

(We assume your number in Table 4-3 Includes all the costs of dismantiement,

fuel storage and non-radiological site restoration.)

CL-18/2

Also, based on information presented in vanous industry forums, several

K TDS=ADH-ID
ot = by tosi ke (TR =)

CL-18/3

V—MM—— ADsd =013

Letter 18, page 2

numbers quoted for some of the other plants may be inaccurate. Each plant
should verfy the numbers for accuracy.

Thank You,
Respectiully,
Jerry Delezenski,

Supt. QA/Licensing/Admin
Rancho Seco
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Stephen A Byrne
- Sencr Vice President, Nuclear Operations

P‘- R I 803 345 4622
A et oL
scEmccuuw ® 2 '2 o 17 December 20, 2001
, L RC-01-0204
Al L OTnG
nf11o!
L6 Fre g6 72/

CcL-191

CL-19/2

g e 227

, Chief, Rules and Directives Branch ' O
Division of Administrative Services
Mailstop T 6 D 59
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: VIRGIL C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION
DOCKET NO. 50-395 ‘
OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-12
~ COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENT TO THE FINAL
GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAGT STATEMENT ON
DECOMMISSIONING OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES

' Draft Supplement 1 to NUREG-0586, *Final Generic Environmental
Impact Statement on Decommissioning of Nuclear Facifities”
November 9, 2001, Federal Register, 66-FR-56721

Reference:

South Carolina Electric & Gas (SCE&G) company offers the following comments
on the above-mentioned document.

Page 3-24 mentions the containment ceiling being lowered to the top of the
pressurizer for a PWR under the ENTOMB2 option. Appendix E, page 9 hsts this
action as optional. This action needs to clearly be histed as optional on pages
3.24, 3-25, and 3-31. SCE&G believes this action should be optional as listed in
Appendix E due to the extreme effort to lower the celing of a massive building
such as the reactor building and yet maintain it intact for entombment purposes.

Also, on page 3-24 “low density concrete grout” is mentioned. Grout is not
lightweight, but concrete can make use of lightweight large aggregate to lower

the weight per volume. Therefore, SCE&G recommends concrete be used in
place of grout on pages 3-24, 3-25, 3-31, and 3-33. ’

. /g_,/ZI_DS’ ﬂ)M"bE
o= MM 01 K @7744>

SCELG I Virgd €. Summer )ludcur Stafione? O Box 88« Jenkinsvifle, South Carofina 29065 o7 (B03) 345 5209 « www stona com
L, N
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
0-L-99-0290

RC-01-0204

Page 2 of 2

Lfyou have any questions, please call Chris Crowley of my staff at (803) 345-
409,

Very truly yours,
Stephen A. Byme
CAC/SAB/mb
c: N.O. Lorick

T >
s
@
>3
[+
17

RC Resident Inspector

K. M. Sutton ‘ '
W. R. Higgins .

RTS (0-L-99-0290 #4)

File (811.10)

DMS (RC-01-0204)

NUCLEAR EXCELLENCE - A SUMMER TRADITION!
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A\ QAGRS TUTWL -

Chief, Rules and Directives Eranch, ~ . A% Al Y
Diviglon of Aduinistrative Services,  #/1/9!  PAMELABLOCKEY.OBRIEN, D23 Gokden Viley
Mailstop T 6 D 59 , LOELIRFA/ T Duie by, Donyardle, GA 30134
US Ruclear Regulatory Commission,

Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 2 Dec. 26th, 2001

RE: Comments for the record on "Drafs Supplement 1 to Nureg-0586,Finsl Gemeric
Environmentnl Impact Statement on Decoumissioning of Nuclas Facilities (GEIS),
Draft Supplemant. Bealing with Muclear Power Rasctora® '

\vhet a wvay to.spend the day: after Christnas-uwhat a way to. spend. many hours of

December- gd Nosanberehaving to plow through this. document - & momment: to mang®

arrogance, stupldity, leck of foresight. and greed,if there ever was:one, Hovaver, CL-20/3

the document can be condenged into thres- words, namely $"IKME AND COVER", if cnea

vants & basic overview.of what NRC put. in ity, as that seems to be part of the main CL-20/4

dagire of the nuclear- industry/NRG (sod’ D.0.E 1), concerning what to do with the
horrendous muclesr legacy of the atomic: age « At ths height. of the Cold War, im
the: U,S. ) defense against the atomic:bomb and! the hydrogen bomb (which in espence:

uses & fission — stomic~ dsvice/tanb/renction to trigger the fusiom reaction/vomb/ CL-20/5

device) viich triggers.etc. atc. stc. ¥ was am incredible defense whick was callad
*DUGE. AND COVER®, They actually hads the population believing that if you ducked
under a door Jamb, or under a desk at mchool, or-under a table in the kltchen, you

would survive:muclear war,. Whilw this aide of the: Atlantic diatifully behaved Iike

& bunch of sheep going over a precipice following the leader, ther oiher sile: of
the Atlantic,thouaands.upon thousands. demonstrated, against the insanity of the

)
arms. race and nuclear weapons in general, Why was there a differsnce in behavior ?

Because,. just.like today with this isaue of puclear waste and "uenomiaxioning"} (a

wordt everyons swallows it seems - pust bo a nsw mads up word. as it 4s not in my

huge old’ dictionary) — there wag/is almogt nw discusaion of the: issues in the

pms)and no education an the issuss, and this iz purposefull, There is, and has

-1
been, press interference on the issues - by both lmstry end govdrmmentss

The muclear iseus is the mogt importantt 1ssua facing humanity and bas been since
the atom was first split. Tm muclear issue. is the Swrd of Damocles over the
planst and.all future generations should we survive the next decais ,(u I write

Indig' and' Paklstan are once again on the verge of wer, only they now have nuclear

e E)S = BDM~E2
Cblr = Jto H95031 1A (MM .L)

CL-20/6
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weapons, thanks to the fact that they got both nuclear power plants and research
reactors,~geti those,and, with enough money end infrastructure and a goverrmenty

willing to squender billions) just. like the Soviets, the Britlsh, the US, the Freoch,
the Chiness, the Isrmelis, the South Africans under apartheid, did,-smd sooner or

later youlve got. pourself a bomb— THE BOMB - Jhat old miclear pover/atomic bomb
connection no: one: wants to mention.) You mean NRG thoughti nax one realizad the. nuclesr

p ower- routs;was just a diversion sx the public wouldn't realize they were running e\aﬂ\ﬁ
1% produce extra plutenium for-wespons 1L needsd. ? Oppenheimer SAID so, Besides, any-
onm witY: common senss could figurs that oute .Tusflas.anycmu with commdn semas can

tall this Draft Supplement: T to Nureg-058G will have dire consequences if implemimbad
4mits current form. It aluays smazes me how the Muclesr Regulatory Commission. INVENTS
$ts oun lawssand stendards — its oun regulations, its own defindtions {such as"Bee
coumigaioning® mee p.xil) end most of the public dosmi't realize (££ they did, it

1o safe to assume they would probakly borsewtip the Commission cut of town)ubat a

sham 1it.al)l is andihow: industry writes 1ts owm ticket, For' exarple, p. xIf, the

Comnission has concludsd (says the Commission) that impacts thal do not exceed pee—
In athsr wrda‘

great deal on thatl sppalling, criminally megligent

uging made up refulations based a
qubfib the ICKP,(oxa of the dwmplng grounds for Msnhatten Project: sciemtists post

WWII - for snyone reading this from the younger generationg, the Manhstten Project

was the name of 1‘;110 project that tuilt the atomic bombs dumped on Eiroghima and
- KRe'S .

Nagasakl) and its,\urly determinations that they would aei) allowable levels of

expogure that were at levels that would: allow the emerging atomic energy indusiry,

and everything that went with it,to operate with a1 the releases vhich they knew

and admitted would cause genetic damage yat they decided it would be acceptatle

to damage sperm end ovun . To damage countless gonerations (until they dis out)

to cause countless btirth defects, countleas miscarrieges, countless cases of spina
birida - look &t South Carclina, muclear power plants end the Desth of the Earth
squadts Savennah Rivar Nuclear Site and. the higheat spina bifida rate in the US,

NRC haa abgolutely no basis to say whether impacts will be small etc. based on that
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gort of garbage, The great AM, Stevert (after vhom the unit the Slevert is named)
peinted out thnt(tharo vas 10 lavel below which radiation did not cause demsge,

no threshold that must be excoeded for dumags to occurr, yet NRC says a threshold

!

wuat be excedsd for effect to ocour, 1 halieve sg.mrt. The ICRP atandsard of 5Rem
per year is tased on a principle ealled risk/bensfit that allows a one in five
thoueand chance of contracting cencer. In other wrds, the death or cancer risk

ie the workors and the putlics' , tha benefits are the dollars ;J.ou!l.ng to the -

indugtry and the IRC (from tho indgatry in return for NRC services end licensas etc) CL-20110

The HCRP also pusheg the 5 Rem standard w this 4s the sawe tunch of bozos vho

in trying to refute ths world renowned findinga of Dr, Alice Stevart and the
faoug Cxford Study acespted worldidde,that showed w-raying s develloping fetus
eattsed a major increass in childhood cancer = clained obstetricians had x-rayed
thoso whick they gomehow IOTEW would get cancer, which explained vhy the
x-Tayed feiusas wat on te get ohildhood cuncul.',(su "The Woman tho Xnew Too
Much « Dr, Alice Stewnrt andi the Secrets of Radiation" by Gayle Greens, Read it
and losrn all about the Cormmismion and its tuddios, Reed it ond woep for mmanity,
than , if you have something called a concience at the NRC, go do comething about
this Draft =0 i is no longer an induaty wish 11e%,-) The ALARA principle that
NRC uses which basically says that doses rmst only be kept Az Low As Roasonahly
Achiovalle (ALARA) based on the state of the technolegy and the arount of money
spent by tlho industry - vhat Dr, Gofnan calls "plarmad deatha™ ns N3C knous -

13 reforenced by N many times, and tho Dralt even says dwinz licensing the
arpllounts comdt to inplement ALVRA progrzms. The combiration of ISTP,NTC,HCRP
end SLAY. stondards 1a, and has been a recipe for premeditated rurder andjor nlneau,
genotic aomcge und great suffering as 4t 1s, NG saving that i1t bas rot estabtlished
standards to Mota othor than hunans on the basia thet 1imite astablishol (by the

sforeuentioned) fer the public would provide adecuate protsctlnn for othor specles
is outrageous and contrary to vhat aas bLeen estnblished for deccdes, Plua, to

Letter 20, page 4

A

th;x; eite the bozos: at NCRP aga.{n,saying that the "fate of individual non-
human drgan:!.m ig of less concern than the maintainmce of lendemic-populaticn",“

shows A COMPLETE LACK OF UNDERSTANDING OR COMPREHENSION OF THE WEB ,OP LIFE AND

THE NATURAL WORLD, The effects of ionizing rediation exposure:on AII(:T:;.I: fom;-
clndes: sherility and genetic damage which can lead to extinetion. nk frui
iﬂhioa. a::l'}leman )yiuenags experiments vhich gave.hinm a Nobel Prize.. Think the:

effects to fish proved years ago. ) When thinking a}{out exposurs to plants andi
animals and fish, one needs to take the affects to an:infant and: to & child'in- the

womb o batter: approximate the. effects to wildlifs, the amaller thenon-mman
entity (e.g a tird). a frog) the child in utero down to embryonic:level would be
sppropriate, Wa all know vwhat happens vhen an embryo is exposed — mmely death
or

or savers: demage,. The: same happens to birds eggs.. Thm International Atomic
Fnergy Agency is abouttas trustworthy on t:he radiation ddse issue as Attila the:

oy .

| ' . L
Fun would have been on the gentleness issue = the JAEA has.e charter that statew
1t mole purposs in 1ife fs-to push all things miclear, 'Just what does NRC
expact them say 1 s . o N .

H

Almostt 50 years 820,, the: Georgle. ecologlst Fugens Odgm, who did a lot of work
for the Atomic Energy Cormission/DOE (s. fact that is not now widely mown)

umdkr. contract,, wrote of the:need to "sccelerate:the study of the functibn of
intiact bdotic communities in order that the. iotal rediation effects can be evale
uated® of the need for ®an understanding on the Iong term influences af low
Iavell radistions on aguatic. and terrestrial enviromments into which the by-produck
may be released,” and that it was concievablse "that every Yarge atomic power
plant of the futire will need a radiation ecologist to work with envirommental
problems outside of the pIant* and.that there was a need to train “young men
simultaneously in the.fundamentals of modern ecology and radiation biology im
order that this inevitable need can be met." How terrihly sad - the NRC has

one doctor for the entire NRC. Radiation biologlists.? Stop me. before I screem..
It is obvious that an inventory of all life forme on a site should be-made snd:

that tﬁe; be screened for chromosome abérrations and radicactive contemination,then
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a similar comparison be done at. a slts as sinilar as possible to the plant site
about twenty miles sway upstresm and out of the predominant windpath on a thirty
yeer wind. roses. It would not. be half aa good as one would want, tut it would be
batter than nothing and establish scme differences and give s better idea of the
contamination problems, even though w site: twenty miles away will have recieved:
some airborne depogition from the.plant. In tsrus off aquatic species, the record
from Stater sources and the licensce on tests run on fizh/mussels etc, can be used
and compared to the fact, repeat FACT, that contaminants such as Cobalt~£0, Sr-90

Cs~137,, B~3 above the minute natursl burden, plutonium etc. ere.not natural and

should never be found in figh,mollusks etc, and cne can look for chromoscne: aber— (3| .20/17

rations.. Diatoms can be.exauined for bicaccumulation of the uraniums from the
plant, Centuries hence - in gome cases decades — a measure of aguatic: health
would be ths decrsase in levels of contaminants found in species end decresse in
aberrations stc, It is vital, that contaminated sediment found!downstrean {and
also some upstream dus.to airborme deposition on water sinking down) be remowved:
for many miles:downstresp. Thisshould: ba:dons by perhaps sucking it up viw vac-

uun type hoses as opposed to dredging which could dislodge and spread the contam-
ination further,.

With regard.to plant.life,,mlcroorganisus aetc. mswu{.d compare: plant sesd
production of say twenty specles on site, with production twenty milea away, and;
mmber and type ste. of microorgenisms likewise. as well as radioactiven contaginat —
ion,. I don't really kmow why I am bothering to write all this, as the NRC will
igoors 1t anyway,.
have at least some idea of. what constitutes the.start of a rsturn
can't. egtatlish vhat needs tulldozing and taken

isons, we.can't.

10 a more unpollutted.sits, and we

ﬁﬁfﬁfiﬁtﬁ'ﬁéﬁiﬁfxﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ% OF THE PROPERTY EVER. THE ADDITIONAL

EXPOSURE IS TOTALLY 1NSANE. WDLKAELWWHASALIVE‘THEFMOFMIO-

LOGIVAL EEALTH PHISICS, FORMERLY WITH OAK
MILLIR®{ PER YEAR ONLY WOULD EE PERHAPS ACCEPTAELE FROM ALL PATHWAYS, THERE NEVER

CL-20114

CL-20/15

tut hope- eprings sternsl as they sa¥e If we don't have compar— CL-20/18

RIDGE FOR DECADES, HE SATD LEss THAN gg CL-20119

Letter 20, page 6

b

SHOULD BE A LACK OF INSTITUTIONAL CONWTRUL EITHER,
The Technical Specifications and what the facility was allowed to dump under
the license are ecutdated and bear no resemblance to current knowledge and should

be junked and the whole thing done over. Furthermore, the uxy the envirormental
and water 1ssues were looked at during the time'of plant licensing were often
egually awful,. It. all needs rsconsidering,

What is.ridiculous, is the worry ‘a.bout. messing up the enviromment while decommigs—
ioning the dump, For:crying out loud, every second the planta ar;imnung they
are eontritj\xting to scological ruin, at the microacopic level, and impacting

huzan health to a distance of approximately 100 miles, .
This Draft 1 references MARSSIM (Multi-Agency Radlation Survey and Site: Inves-—
togaticn Manual,] I commented on the Draft, never saw the final, never heard’
from anyone again on it, It was mindnumbingly suful, Fut together by some peopls
from NHC,DOE,Dept.. of Defense, and EPA, Industry was represented big time, I Xt
the DOD gaid bow committed.it was to protecting the enviromment - this from am
entity that had left thousands of conteaminated sites an and off bases, themselvem
requiring an estimated. (govt. estimate) $100"EILLIUN to $200 Billion to cleanup
wrldvide. In its introduction, Draft'Marssim’did not sddress all sarts of things.
from contamination on vicinity properties through contsminated subsurface soil,
water, construction materials and on and on, All of which must be cleanad up/hava
the contamination removed. They showed!a lack of understanding of the groundwabsr
cyole, and growndwater issues JUST LIKE THIS DRABT DOES {in fact 1dm still looking
for it to be addressed),Groundwater ls wsed by countless communities,groundwater
18 eventually released to surface and other water bodies and,as groundwvater ongite
48 usually radicactively contaminated, (At Plant Hatch they contaminsated it by 1979
and that vas just for starters)it y§ is a SERIOUS issue that MWET be deelt

wirth, groundwater thet is cor.tur.inatcdm ba punped out etc, (Refers to what I =g
gaid in eerlier comments) THIS GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION 1SSUE IS ANOTHER REASON

WRIBELT No DEN, THE CONTAMINATION IN WHAT THEY WABT TO
}z"n{ga:.%]za ANIZ)A %%} &1&1 Lgmmggx gam QROUNDWATER AND DIRECTLY IRRADIATE SOIL

AND MICROORGANLSMS. The industry just wants to save money and "dump and cover¥,
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The fact thajt the Staff and the Commission have even considered rubhlization.

shows en utter disregard for the hulth and ualt‘are and uat;ty of the public

and the ecosystem upon vhich life daponds. Anything d\mpad or turied from the past (CL-20/27
practices on site umst also be dug up and mmved J

Toc f4nd outr the extent of past problems, and contamingtion levels, IT IS VITAL

THAT THE NRC, THE LICENSER (’aa am;se are n;v ometb/iicenseea), AND THE CONTRAC™

»,  ATPETS oF
TOBS AN'D MNTMSTORS,GER ALL  ACCIDENTS, LICENSEE EVENT REPOEES, VIOLATIONS,.

INSPETION REPOM‘S, SPTLLS AND (;NTAHINATION EVENTS FROM THE DOCKET FOR THE
mmnmmmmwmon,mmmmmomrmnmnmnsmm
THETR MONEY AND READ THEM, THEY NEED THE WHOLZ 10T, SINCE START¥UP, EVEN IF IT
TAKFES TWO MONTHS TO EEAD THEY. I AM SICE AND TIRED OF EVERYONE,NRC INCLUDED,
REFUSING TO READ THOSE REFORTS FROM THE DOCKET AND IX THE PUELIC DOCIUMENT ROOM, CL-20/28
THEN, AS THE LICENSEES USUALLY PUT 4 GOOD SPIN ON IT, PEOPLE SHOULD REALIZE THE

PROPLAMS LISTED WERE PROBAELY WORSE, - Another $ssus, ‘which I touchedion im my -
conments on MARSSIM, was the'fast that in the real iorld, many people can nat’
reed.or write vo;y wall, end if things sre aontracted out, this could hava
serious: consequences,. NRC must stipulate, that ALL CONTRACTORS AND SUBM-CONTRAC—
TORS RICHT DOWN TO THE BACK™HOE OPERATORS MUST BE HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES, Clesmup:
cemnot’ jusi’. be dished out to any contractor,. all involved.abould not' only have =
stirling track record, but: experience in nuclear flelds, There should be-x radisfion
blologist on site, plus a.h’ ealth physicist, plus a wvildlife blologist with & CL-20/29

knowledge of radiation effects, plus there must be federal and state oversipht. CL-20/30

ON THE SITE at al) times,. I noticed that the Draft tlabbers on about OSHA standards-

YET FAILS TO MENTION THAT OSHA DOES NOT COME ON SITE AND IS NOT ALLOWED TO ACCORDING CL-20/31
TO OSHA,EVERYTHING IS UNDER NRC,. So let's print the truth shall we 7 ...

Tha Dreft says,p.1=-6 that the NRC and.the Cormission are not considering the issue  (CL.20/32
of. spent: fuel storage (in a pool or-in one of thoss ridiculous casks outside in CL-20/33
plein view for every terrorist to ses) as part of decormissioning. The excuse is

that its dealt with under other license aspocts, It &lso says that the Commission
has made a finding that the DEAILY, RADJOACTIVE SPENT FUEL CAN BE STORED SAFELY.

Letter 20, page 8

%

AND WITHOUT SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOR AT LFAST THRITY YEARS HEYONB
THE LIFE FOR OPERATION ETC. EIC. IS THE COMMISSION our Of‘ ITS COTTON&PICKING MIKD?
Thope issues are of grave concern, What heppens , if during decommissioning (i.e,
during "dump end cover",amidst much licensee laughter about ho;r they stuck it to
the rate payers and taxpayers and local eommmity yet again) terroriate take out
three spent msl casks blasting thm to kingdam come (the Milan anti-tank wespon
would do that' as ‘I wiote NAG before) OR two casks had a major probtlem snd needed to
ba:opened under nhielding ingide the spent mel pool and there was either no reom
4n the spent fuel pool or the cask came apart vhile trying to move it due toTEne
trittlement of the cask from the radicactive decay heat coming off the spent’fuel ?
tt will NRC do, what will the licensee do , send for Chostiusters ?
Under Water Quality p.4-10,4=11 The NRC must stop glving the impressien that
4t is csheer chance that muclear resctors are located on water,vhen in fact they
rqu.ifr x;liuiox;s o’.‘ gallons of water a day to operate and’ that water source is con-
dder;/.i the ultinate heat sirk in the case of a meltdown = 1t11 coze on down the
rlver;iziasiné and sputtering 1ike & volcano hitting water, NRC asmmes compliance:
vith NPDES dlachargs permits for non-radioactive contmminants (NPDES and the Clems
Vater Act do not cover most radicactive conteminants, this was purposeful so inmfustry
andi the. armeme nts crowd could da vhat they liked, ) however, NPDES permits. are
often violated ox bypassed - just look at the NPDES situstion in Georgie. as one
exsmple, Discharges should never have been allowed without prior cleanup an% ghoulv.i
not. be now,. Surface and groundwatar quality, p. 4=12should l?OT be conaidered. a ge-
neric decarmissioning issue — climate zone can also create unique protlems, terrein
likewize, it should be site specific, ALr quality issues, p. 4=12 etc. do mot address
the fact that HEPA filters are about as good as useless for‘mdioactive particulate
heldup and sand filters should be added as well. All workers must have self-contained
breathing systems (roon-suits) . The areca being worked in should be covered to con—
tain dust If 1t means covering the vhole site with a tent with an adhesive inner
surface to c:g:‘f:mmnm, - eftor a1l if flypeper’ 13 good enough for the DOE
vhen it, like the NRC was ealled the Am,to capturs particulates on, e tent with
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.
same sort of a sticky uwndersurface is a step up! The point I'm getting
at, is,one does not want radioactive and chemical particulate matter gstting
offgite if possible, If such a tent system were used, afterwards it would be
disposed of as rad waste, Also, workers and the publice MUST understand the
fact that one can not clean up radiocactive contamination, only contain it to

some extent and remove contamingted materials to better sites where they can

be better contained - in other words to nstional sacrifice areas remots from all CL-20/41

human habdtation and far from water sources, where wild life is fenced out.
Regarding aquatic ecology p.4-16, as touched on earlier, the anvirormentall
impact statements originally written for the plants were often very poor, and
did nat' mention that the discharge water would be radicactively conteaminated
nor that sediment would be contaminated for miles ejo, In the long term, if the
contaminated sediment is removed and no further radiocactive and chemical relsases
are made to.water and air, the agquatic ecology can only improve, Water quality
should continus to be tested for radicactive contaminants for at least 600 years
which is the full radicactive hazardous life approximately for cesium~-137 which
is a conteminant of concern in'tiah and shellfish as it migrates to muscle in
particular, The aquatic ecology issus should slso be site specific, for example,
FPlant Hatch in Southern Georgia had a massive spent fuel pool spill which con—
teminated not only the river and sediment but also a huge wetland area which

has many creatures feeding in it and becoming contaminsted, including threatened’
and endangered hirds. And on the endangered Mrd gubject, let. me address the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 —(p. 4~20) It is & proven fach - proven by
the 0ld Atomic Energy Commission and its contractors,= that migratory btirds
bacome contaminated eating seeds,drinking water end so on at radicactively con—
taminated sites, wetlands areas etc, and the hirds carry this contamination

in their bodies worldwlde. NRG ,DOE and licengees violste the MET bp not pro-
tecting birds from such contamination, and by spewing radicactive noble gases
out that impact pasaing tdrds. Xo wonder birds are declining, This is one of thw
ressons I suggest that netting or similar should be placed over the sites im

CL-20/42

CL-20/43

CL-20/44
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question, fine wire mesh sat at an angle that can have leaves and other
debris hoged off it, it must be mmall encugh to keep birda cut down to the
size of hummingbirds, Eaclosed, such an obscenew sits poses slightly less of &
threat to birds and other wildlife, the.utdlities can pay for it all, it can come
outt ofthe. salaries of the top management and company owners, NRC better sat 1t
up now, before.they all pull an "Euron®" - i. e,, an Yend run® round everyone,

I notice that the General Accounting Office-hus slammed the NRC for ite
lack of oversight of tranafers and mergers in the muclear industry and had nat
verified that new owners would have gusranteed acess to tbe decommissioning
charges that their affiliated utilities would collect, in scme cases, plus, a bost
of other safety and other issues were raised, all of vhich are troubling, The NRC
must irmediately address problems, and should demand that companles provide emough
poney for oversight = to include sscurity staff,maintainance staff, puclear engin—
cers, radiation safety officers sic. - essentially forever, Evan after all fuel is
removed from the site and the entire structure-is removed, the site will still be
radloastive forsver and still need a security person, baslc naintainance person
(for-upkeep of fences, gates, runoff detention ponds atc,) and regular visits from
& radiation safety officer. It is absurd-that NRC atates that “dscommisaloning
activities do not include the maintainance, storage or disposal of spent’ nualear
fuel, or the removal and disposal of nonradioactive structures snd materials beyond
that necessary to terminate theNRC 1108N5044 0. they are not considered ao & costt
impact because the licensees are mot ;‘reqnired to accumulate funds for these act—
ivities.” (Seerp. 4~42) Why not ? This is an outragel The NAC must pass a Rule-

at once requiring such money be sat mside, some of it perbaps in form of gold and

silver bullion at bank deposit in case of financial collapse., The fact of thm

natter is thiss the licensees must be held responsible and. accountable far every—

thing about and on the site and generated by the site past, present and future,
As KRG states (p.43) local jurisdictions may impose stricter®cleanup" ox waste

or contamination containement and this will cost more. The NRC should add a 10%
surcharge to any calculated fees for decommissioning to help cover those costs
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that ars unforseen which may arise,

And of course they must pay for the "spent®
deadly radiomctive fuel stovage at the sites, whether in pools or casks ai ISFSI's
and the maintainance and upkeep and security and wvaste handling and fire preventiom
and similar. This MUST be addressed as part of this decommisaioning, it must be
incorporated, THE COSTS MUST NOT EE PASSED ON TO THE RATEPATERS as NRC say= thay
are currently, Furthermore, the most expensive estimste should always be assumed
for- everything as & wise precsution, NRC lists the dncomiss!.oning cogts im
MILLIONS as estimated by +he utilities - however,, NRC WELL KNOWS THE ccsrs ARE XN
THE BILLIONS WHEN EVERYTHING FROM SPENT FUEL ON DOWN IS FACTORED IH, AND mr MUST
HE HEFLECTED,. FLUS THE KRG INSPECTOR GENERALS OFFICE SHOULD GO OVER ALL ESTIMATES:
MADE BY UTILITIES TO SEE HOW TRUSTWORTHY AND ACCURATE THEY ARE, Inflation must
alpo be added to costs..

Bagn:ﬂing the.loss of local tax revenuss dite to 'd'eoomission.l.ng' Thn utmﬁy m
must be-requred fo notity ‘the 1ocd govurmunt u tarin advance es possible. that
thsy uill 1on tmu. 'rha‘ rm thd. the local goverment should never hnve* a.uwu!
nch nuclear dump:: .posing as power plmts into their: comundtien is another 1:3\:0;
'rhey need to \mdarstu.nd that thoy bettan diveusify their tax base ima hrry.'
MDWEVER, the nuclear ihduatry - tha entire industry — {from nuclesr plant owners
to uranium enrichment plnnts to users of radiation for medical experiments posibg:
as"therspy" ete) should:have m tex levied on it by NRG to be pmidl’intors speaisl.
wocount.tb go towards compansating the communities.. An sdditionsl tax can be:levied'
on them ydarly in the form of a msall, flat fee vhich would help pay for the NEG
and. the' EPA 45 do quarterly inspections:at facilities in perpetuity. -

BaforerI forget t NRC MUST MAKE LICENSEES,CONTRACTORS, SUBCONTRACTORS AND ANYONE -
WHO WORKS ON DECOMMISSIONING TAXE THE EFFECTS OF RADJUACTIVE "DAUGHTER® PRODUCTS
INTO CONSIDERATION AS THEY MAY HAVE VERY DIFFERENT PHYSICAL, CHEMICAL AND RADIO—
ACTIVE PROPERTIES THAN THE RADIOACTIVE "PARENT®, THIS MUST BE PART OF DECOMMISSION-
ING STANDARDS, HABSSIH basically ignored that, another reason thelr Braft wvas 20
auful, NRC seems to have ignored i‘t in this Draft also, Thiis is an important

health and also envirommental 4ssue that cannot be ignored,

CL-20/54
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Regarding Occupational Dose and muclesn power plant exposure datm (pG 12,0te)
The regulatory .li.mits for exposurs were not set b;sod on medical resmsons but
wore: sst in order to enahlo the industry to 0peute‘— that is historic FACT ~
becsuse what people are being exposed to iz either not found in nature (1...

1% 4s man-made) or found in nature at far, far lower legels, The exposurs allowed
by regulation is, in fact, slow death, and mrthamoro, worker doses canftt
always ba: trusted because of !‘mlty mensuring equipmnt, hormr stories of
workers being told-not :ho wear their dosimaters periodically, and o :x:. The
dome recieved aleo has a aifferent effect on each person depending on age, 86X,
current and:past health status and many other factors, plus each orgm “in affected
differently, The fact that the: ICRP,IOE,NRC etcs digh't know what on earth they
wers doing -other than guesswork —regarding exposurs levels sot)is: shomn by Hhe
fact that they had to keep adjusting the: "allowable® regulatdry limits dovn-
vard, A sorh of contimioua Oops; we ‘screwed up | But don'ti wrry, this time:
‘welve got it.right.® ALl the blather on "Risks"'from radiation exposure,can’t .
hide the fait that 4t.)d11a - mot just cells here and.there-guch as aells.
about- to form the esptum of & babys heart so the child is born with a hole in
it's heart,because a bunch of purderers at the ICRP decided the: risk waw:
aoeptable:— but it kills people. To KNUWINGLY ALLOW PEOFLE 10 EE musm ™0

SOMETHING THAT WILL KILL A CERTAIN PZRCENTAGE OF THRM, HAS A NAME, PRMEDITATZD
JMURDER * JUST EBCAUSE A RH}ULATION WAS WRITTEN SAYING 178 0X, DOES NOT ‘CHANGE IT.

Further,. the: ICRP does not considér effects manifested after the second gen—
eration in assessing the genatic risks torvorkera offspring (puG 5) agein showing:

they don't give a damn ebout the workers and their families and vhether or-not!
workers great grandchildren are born dsaf, or with learning disabdlities, or

unahle to reproduce, For the Draft to take the attitude of "well, the doses
at plants being decommissioned are generally only a mall fraction of doses

et operating pla.uta *p. G,13 18 mo ooml'ort’and 211 the charts shou,concsming'
Occupational doses(page G 14 and on), is thoneands upon thousands of contaminated

workers:, It.is obvious that this contamination of workers (end the enviromment)
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must be massively reduced,

I notdced that it said cutting methods included atrasive water G-17, but in

any cage whera there is plutoniun contemination or depleted uranium metal, that all
is meant %o be cut under heavy oils and mushh e¢lass bozides, Sinca many of the
c.omponents will have been contaminated with plutoniur, or were made of depleted
uranium {when ia the NRC going to tall the puhlic that DU is'NOT radicactive
waste:?) it igobvious that the:reactor vessel should NEVER be cukiup, tut
do.vhat was done with the Trojan velsel (p. U~18,Bmove: the whols' thing offsits)
HBowswer;. the. vessel. should.have additional shielding placed arouml it prior tr
placement® on the heavy haul trailer; end upon arrival at the disposal site it
ghould ‘be further encased in what would smount to a glant burial cask, Remaowing
the vessel offaite massively rsduces worker doses, water contamination and the.

¢ onteminstion to the local community and the enviromment.. Obwiously, the: gpent.
fuel’is /has been removed from the reactor vessel and all liguid radvakte etc,
tbo { UNDER NO CIRCIMSTANCES SHOULD A FACILITIY EE ALLOWED THE OPTION OF CHOOQSING
THE METHOD OF DECOMMISSIONING IT WANTS, A4S IS THE GURHENT CASE. Combinatdonm

of DECON and SAFSIOR would be. the best, howaver, under no circumstances should
SAFSTOR continue past five years (the regulation should be chenged, es to

expect that oversight will continue for 60 years at such sites is ridiculous)
that’ would enahls workers familiar with the plant o be still available,. but a¥
the same-time allow for the decay of.some of tha radiosctive contaminants vhich
have shorter full hazardous radicactive lives prior to removal ,thus lowering
worker exposure etc.. NO WAY THIS SIDE OF HELL SHOULD ENTOMB I OR ENTOMB II EE
ALLOWED, BOTH STAFF AND THE INDIVIDUAL COMNISSIONERS SHOULD BE CHARGED WITH
CRIMINAL NEGLIGENCE — ALONG WITH THE LICENSEE - IF THEY PUSH THAT THROUGH, AND I
AM CONFIDANT THAT MANY WOULD ENSURE SUCH CHARGES ARE FILED, THERE IS INDIVIDUAL
RESPONSIBILITY CONCERNING THESE MATTERS, AND IF NRC CANNOT UNDERSTAND WHY THE
FENTOMB OPTIONS ARE AN ABSOLUTE NO-NO, THOSE WHO CAN'T GRASP THE “WHY® PART SHOULD
RESIGN AND STICK TO SOME EMPLOYMENT WHERE THE USE OF THE BRAIN IS NOT HIGH ON THE
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LIST OF JOB REQUIREMENTS,

It appeara that the nuclear industry has written its oun ticket , as ueual, on
the issues in the Draft. P, E-5 notes the help from the Nuclear Energy
Institute in gathering information, BOW ABOUT THE NRG ACTUALLY READING THE
INSPECTION REPORTS AND VIOLATIONS ETC, ON THE DOCKETS OF EACH FACILITY AS I

SAID EARLIER , HOW ABOUT TESTS EEING RUN EE THE NRC ON THE SITE .HOW ABOUT
INTERVIEWS WITH LONG TIME STAFF CONCERNING PAST FROELEMS THAT COULD EE EN®
COUNTERED? NBC should take its own independant' samples of offalte- water and
sediment and soils,as well as onslte,

The NRG mugts 20t go b the original Offalte Dose Caloulation Mamals a8 vas
allowed in them,went out with the:ARK ~i.e. the: lavels wera terriltle,, a recipe
for radioactive:pollution. I cannot stress.enough that the. groundvater hssues
are. not! adequately addressed. The: uses of high.pressure water sprays. lis. obscens,
VHAT IS WRONG WITH:THE NRC ¥ DOESN'T NRC UNDERSTAND THAT OSE CANNOT LECONTAMINATE
SOMETHING RADIOACTIVELY CONTAMINATED IN THE TRADITIONAL SENSE, UNLIKE WITH &
CHEMICAL OR OTHER CONTAMINANT, WHATEVER IS DONE TO SCMETHING RADIOACTIVE DOES
NOT CHANGE THE CHARACTER OF THE RADIATION, IT CONTINUES TO EMIT ITS DEADLY
ALPHA,BETA,GAMMA , NEUTRON ETC, BADIATION THROUGH THE FULL RADIOACTIVE HAZARDOUS
LIFE, YOU CAN'T BURN IT/ INCINERATE IT, IT GOES OUT THE STACK AND POLLUTES THE
STACK, YOU CAN'T WASH IT, IT WINDS UP ALL OVER THE PLACE AND IN THE WATER,

IT IS ALWAYS THERE, THE DEADLY, INVISIELE KILLER . AT MOST YOU CAN TRY AND

CONTAIN IT, The Tritdwm can't aven be: contained.

The originsl site maps and drawings and photos made during constructicn should
be- consulted (soms tuilding techniques may have changed) all modifications
and- pevisions should be tracked down, All ventl systemar should go through both
HEPA (for the chemicals) and sand filters. Additional containment should.

be added around spent fuel pools including ower the top and beneath it, extra
supports, new liners. They will suffer serious entrittlemed and activation,
game goea for the casks, Such igsues must be addressed, Again THERE MUST NEVER
BE A PARTIAL OR FULL SITE RELEASE. ALL PROPERTY DEEDS MUST STATE THE SITES ARE
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NOT ONLY RADIOACTIVE, EUT SUPERFUND SITES, AS THAT IS WHAT THEY ARE, THE RIVER,
LAKE, OCEAN EEACH STRETCH OR WHATEVER 1S NEXT TO THE SITE SHOULD EE POSTED 43 CL-20/82
RADIOACTIVEAL&MIFT}{ESEDD{BITISRBIOVEASITISMOSSIEETOGm‘
EVERYTTING,
'Secud.tny mast be upéraded, mt’ downgr'aded. ’
Na s&ucmral remains should be gent to local landfills - the.landfill will be
ratioactively contaninated more than at present. As sll lendfills lesk, it will
go to the groundwater and migrate offsite, Naome of the mixsdiuaste should be
dealt vith as mixed vaste (1.8, & combination of chemical/hazardous and radiosstive)
becanss MIXED WASTE FALLS THROUGH ALL REGULATORY CRACKS, BUT IT'SHOULD EE TREATED
AS RADTOACTIVE WASTE. WASTE OILS SHOULD NOT BE SENT TO VENDORS FOR INGCINERATION
OR. RECYCLING OR HEMUSE AS THEY ARE CONTAMINATED.
EVERY SITE, OPERATING OR NOT OPERATING,IS A PRIME TERRORIST TARGET 4S I HAVE
SATD FOR DECADES, THE SPENT FUEL I8 THE ULTEMATE IN TERRORIST TARGETS.
Yoars: ago, vhen peaple epoke of scme type of monitored,. rstrimhla upsnt ﬂ:unl .
storage, they meant monibored‘so repairs conld be made by remote control if needgd,
and. retrievatle so problexs could be addressed - 1o one-in their worst night~ CL.20/8_3
marss with any sense sver imagined that & tunch of nuclear tozos would be: allowed
to etick the most deadly stuff known to tumanity in a cement and metsl barrel and
stick it outside in plain view, Spent'fuel.is the stuff (ALL TOGETHER NOW...) CL-20/84
thst the:Department.of Energy has bsen charged uith tz-y_!._ug to contidn for approx.
10,000 years removed from the biosphere, ai‘ter which it becomu the- ra.dioacthe
Blob from hell under vhatevar plece of dry land they stick it, That x?.saumea they &
can contain it for 10,000 years, vhich I dcfubt}. I have many concarns with the
Yucca Mountain site.I will nat elaborate on hers, tut will mention that the
fdqump it on the Natdve Americans® 1dea, is odious and 1mora1 in the extrems;
Yucca Mountsin 1s sacred to them,. That having been said, the d.tn is slrandy
contaminated due to fallout from the waeapons teats, and Nevadas belated concern
stout radiosctive iases is hypocritical and diataiﬂ!ﬁll,us this is: the state
that did not give a damn that hundreds of nuclear tests were conducted on Indian
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Jand: (The Western Shoshone Nation, AKA the: Nevada Muclear Test Site) that
Hlew'rad_joactive fal_lout acroas the nation cauaﬁxg aeﬂous illness, tirth defacts
and cancora,besldos dbing the game to some nearer the site in Nevada, Theonly
thing Las Vegas worried a‘;:outgu“ i tﬁe tests shook their gambling tables
acoor@.x;g to press reports, When the. wind blew towards Las Vegas they tried not
to test, For Nevada to now ;Jhine that they don't see why they should gst the
spent x;uelear fuel as théyﬂ have no reactors - pover reactors — is obscenejconsid—
ering that a hmge Curie quantity of the spent fuel was gemerated making/creating
the plutonimm and the tritium for the miclear weapons most of 32&: aupportem and'
didn't care that the fallout dumped on their follow planetary citizens, uyw’l’h& fack
that there wa.re , and ars, some mmsll groups who vere)ax&i g,against the: yaapos
and thectesting-and the horrors of nuclear power does notmthe fact that the State:
Adedt proteg $. The Stazu current protests, even if valid for other reasons;
r!mg hol]:ow agatins{that history of nuclear collaboration phen they use the "no

p ower renebor“ excuse to keep the vaste out,. It ig time history was sst atra:lght‘.
The: NRC in thin ‘Draft uaym Pe D-2 that the temporary sForege or future permsnentt
disposal of spemt.fusl at a. site-other then tEe.resctor site.is nob within the
scope-of this Supplement, Why the hell mott 7 Tt MUST EE,OTHERMISE THIS DRAFT 1S

EVEN MORE MEANINGLESS, THE SPENT FUEL IS THE MIST SERIOUS ISSUE THERE IS.
WIONEHEDIDENOTUNQEMWSPMMCANNOTBELHTWREITIS

ON SITE, IN POOLS OR XEESX ISFSI'S EEYOND A VERY LIMITED NUMBER OF YEARS, BUT MUST
EE FLACED DEEP UNDERGROUND, m & DRY LOCATION, GEOLOGICALLY AS SOUND AS POSSIELE,
MONTTORED FOR ETSRNITY, DOES NOT UNDERSTAND RADIATION CR THE NUCLEAR ISSUE AND
SHOULD :{o'r BE WORKING FOR THE NRG, NRC MUST BITE THE PROVERBIAL BULLET AND
sérmmmmmspmmmsaour.nmaamvmomnusmnmwm
m AFTER THE LAST CORE OFFLOAD HAS SPENT TEN YEARS IN TUE SPENT FUEL POOL,I.E.
m srmmn.mnvmmxmumnxmmsrmmmnmmmm
YEAR "COOL noun- PLUS rwo mas, (A SAFETY MARGIR), AFTER WHICH IT MUST BE MOVED.

IF SUCH A DPADLINE 13 NOT DECIDED, AND SET, COMMUNITIES ARE GOING TO BE STUCK WITH

o

wE L
T
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The *Mobile Chernobyl% issue - the.dangerous moving of the spent fuel to a:

IT , WITH AWFUL CONSEQUENCES.

REPOSITORY , can be scmewhat alleviated by addressing the concsrns peopls cL-20%0
bave,instead of ignoring them, as follows s The Draft shous the lw;‘nl DoT

and NRC regulations for transport and radiation levels allowed p. 3-14, these CL-2091
should be changed to bemassively lower, this can be done by better shielding

and more shielding and the.transport of fewer assemblies per cagk or fewer o202
rods per cask, and shielding that is thick enough that anti-tank wespons CL-20/93
wuld not penetrate through to the fusl,.. Disguising the shipments is not: CL-20/94

sn option due to the size of the casks,. therefors:far stricter security i.a

militery escorts and the sealing off of roads ahead of transports would bera

nuat, The NAC needs to pams rules on these ismo;, and put.out! orders for more CL-20/95
end better transport casks and vehicles. A1l shipmenis of” LLW should alsc:fadl
under these ba tter packeging and shielding standards.. If the= NRC doeg nott CL-20/96
address all these issues as part of decommissioning, future generations (that:

means YOUR children and grandchildren) aresgoing to die due:to NACSs: lack of

actions todey, It.is murderous that potential radiological impacts following’ CL-20/97
lice naing/license termination that sre related to ctivities ferformed
during-decommissioning ere not in the Supplement - this allows the licensee to

e_lowly murder a community as theradiological criteria for-license termination CL-20/98
by NRC was wefully inadequate anyway. The NRC mugt:rontinue.to monitor sites
FOREVER after license termination in case of sudden increases in radiation
leve_ls from a source on the site no one had either consldered or kmew vas CL-20/99
there.. A1l sites should have suditle({sirens) alarms that aretriggered during
decommissioning , and after dscommissioning, when monitors exceed the: EPA CL-20/100

Invels EPA allows,.tut reduced below what EPA allowa to give an advance:

warning,
Such'auditle alarm systems are absolutely vital also during the:the time

radioactive spent fusl is still on the site, these alarms showld be ati
various: locations onsite, including next to the spent fuel pool and one
above 4it, and next to an ISFSI/cask srea and suspended on a wire or pole:

atove.if. The:alarms should be sudible miles ofsite via relay loudspeakers.
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Under “Dose to members of the putlic® p.. G-19, and following pages, the doses

to the public are:listed in the ususl deceptive and innacurate manner,

The: radiocactive material relesses is not released in stringently controlled
conditions, technical specifications are often violated, monitoring is only
done at select locations and frequently monitors don't work, emissions:eren
allowved to be averaged out to make them appear less, and there is no independant
monitoring and utilities do and say uhatev;r they please, Tritium can't be
contained. The direst gamma radiation cominog off the plants to the public ia

the equivalent of a continucus: I-ray emanating from their midst. No X-pay

15 “negligatle®, (Thia mort of garbage:was probhly written by' gomeone who is:
not & medical proffessional) . Often the plants: DO NOT HAVE TO REPORT THEIR
RELEASES UNTIL THUSE RELEASES REACH A CERTAIN LEVEL, IT DEPENDS WHAT THEIR
LICENSE STATES. KOR THE NRC TO EAVE USED DATA FOR SOUTHERN COMPANY'S FLANT
EATCH IS SICKENING = WHEN HATCH HAD THEIR DISASTROUS SPENT FUEL POOL SPILL,

DID ANYONE ADD THE EXTRA DOSES AND CONTAMINATION IN 7 THIS IS THE SAME HATCH
WITH OVER 1200 WORKER CONTAMINATION EVENTS IN ONE YEAR, WHEN YOU CALCULATED

THE RADIO-IODINES, DID YOU ADD IN THE HUGE RADIO-IODINE HELEASE OFF PLANT

FARLEY THAT WENT UYER GEORGIA ?

The point.is, that\no one asked'to be exposed to AN dose of radiation,, and'
most people in surx%unding communities don't even know they are being exposed,
or if. they know, they think they R being protected because they think there
isia safe level of radiation, when of course s¥ell the NRC admitted back in the
late '70's thgt there was no s&_ﬁlﬂ.

Perhaps moet disgusting 1s that under "Consequence of Potential Accidents"p.I-16
the impression given is that spent fuel pool accldent risks are low, when in
faect NRC's own clted document shows,hundreds upon hundreds would die:and also
many spent fuel pools were highly yulnerable to catastrophic accident-d ne to
earthquakes and a lat more besides - spent fuel pool accldents would have:
terrible congequences, The.fact that licensees determined that baslcally
even if the damned site was hit.by a meteor and a.nuclear bomb and &
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mnd a burricane =all at.ths sx;me time (Bbviously I am being aarcaétic)
rothing would happen and there uould be "no dose: consequence® is to be
expected as:the licensee analyus are; e bad joke.

THE NRC SHOULD READ ITS OWN DOCUMENTS AND THE FAMOUS "CRAC-2 " REPORT DONE
BY SANDIA LABS, THE NRC AND THEN CONGHESSIONAL OVERSIGHT BECAUSE T0 PRESENT

DATA TAKEN FROM LICENSING-BASIS DUCUMENTS WHICH }iISIOBICAILI HAVE DOWN-
CL-20/108

PLAYED ANYTHING THAT COULD HAPPEN IS UUTRAGEOUS, AND IF THERE 18 STILL FUZL IN
CL-20/109

'I’H'E REACTOR AND A 10SS UF WATER COOLANT HAPPENS, EVEN IF THE REACTOR HAS BYEN

SHUTDOWN RECENTLY, THERE WILL BE A MELTDOWN,
1 challenge any licenses and any NRC staffer, to walk into thg erea vhere: then

CL-20/110

CL-20/111
gpent fuel pool is after the water has drained from the spent fuel pool'and

try end rafill the spmt mal pool with & garden hose (that is:vimt they thoughtt CL-20/112
they!d d6 at the Georgia. Institute of Technology Rdactor) and' ses-how well

they can "nitlgato" the situation berore "t;r;'d.te xdoss conaequenceu could

oceur® = they'd berdead before: thuy oould pick up the hoae. To uy that such

an accident could be mitigated 1is :the height of :igccption.

0n pe M=2 it says., under the glossary , under ’Backgro\md Radiation, that )

“tlis typlcally quoted US average individual exposurs from background radimtion

is 30 mrem per year? It may be typically quoted, tut it is.a blatant LIE,.

For exsmple,. typlesl background radiation in Georgla is 42 mrem year accordimg
to the State (vhich recently upped it a wmotch probably due tw the radioactive CL20/113
£allout on the State: from nuclehr power plants end the Savanngh River Huclame

sita: on its bordnrs.j The: dbﬁn.‘ltion of CONTAVINATION ig also & LIE, in that

it states that something is contaminated if it's in excess of "acceptable

levels", There are.no "ax:cuptahle levels"'; the public does not accept any CL20/1 14
level of radiosctive contaminntion -pluﬁonitm, cobalt-£0,Strontiur-90 etc. or

tritium ,radicactive iodine am—ivso on and on - Contemination meens s that some
thing[someone etc. has been brought into contsc& with sonething that defiles or

pollutes it etc.. ~go look the word up = NRC must stop redefining words and

lying about their meaning.

what the.NRC decides to do concerning deconmi sgloning, is what the following

1
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generations of children,wome, men, plents,enimals, insects, birds, fish - all
life, is going to suffer from,and die by, A small tunch of (mainly) men in.am
office complex in Washington, eleng vith a few cohorts elseuhere, plus an

immoral multinational polluting industry (in the usiness for money only) are
seemingly se tting a set of criteria that will impact the whole world to no

good end end cause great misery , in this Draft, Have:you all no sheme ?

The radiosctive: components,parts,liquids 1.e. anything part of or to do with or
emenating from the structures and the site MUST FEVER EE RE-CYCLER, OR RE-USED.
NRC MUST IMMEDTATELY CEASE ALLOWING , OR THINKING OF ALLOWING, RADIOAGCTIVELY
CONTAMINATED SOIL TO ER RE-USED FOR ANYTHING, IT MUST FORBID TEE MELTING,SMELTING
OR RE-USE OF RADIOACTIVELY CONTAMINATD METALS, PIPING, FLASTICS, WOOD, (INCLUDING
FOREIDDING. THE BURNING OF W0OD) , ASPHALT, AND SO OW. IF NRC, EPA, THE IOE AND
OTHERS 1O NOT STOP THIS INSANE RUSH TO RE®USE,RECYCLE,DUMP AND COVER ETC, NUCLEAR
MATERTALS, BADIOACTIVE MATERIALS, ACTIVATED MATERTALS ETCs , WITHIN FIFTY YEARS

NO LIVING BEING WILL BE BORN WITHOUT SOME TYPE OF DEFORMITY,GENETIC ABNORMALITY,
CHROMOSOME ABERRATION EIC, AND THE IM/UNE SYSTEMS OF EVERY LIVING BEING WILL BE
ABRTOUSLY COMPROMISED DUE TO RADIATION SUPPRESSING THE IMMUNE SYSTEM RESPONSE, AND
ALY, EECAUSE WE WILL BE COMPLETELY ENGULFED IN A MIASMA OF MAN“MADE‘OR MAN ENHANCED y
RADIOACTIVE CONTAMINATION..

1 have.written this on and off over a series of days after f;;{;ding out
tha comment.period had been extended, I recognize that it has probatly been a wvaste
of my time-and will be ignored, as uml, therafore I am not bothering to wite
itisgain with every paragraph in the right- place,. In any event I speak,read end
write: three lenguages and the grammar and spelling in all of them suffers somevhat —
tat it is the content that matters. The fact is, vherever this radioactively
contsminated refuse winds up - from spent fuel to conteminated.rags — it can't
ba: contained forever and will reach the Enviromnant, which 4§ vhy it must.go to
& remote location,below ground. (none.of this idiot parking lot out in Utah or

o
Nevada cask storage either ) dery, geologically sound (ms far as possitle in a
moving planet) location where monitoring could alleviate problems that arise prior
to. raucl_xing the public and wildlife, NRC must recognize that this solution’ -
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while not a perfect solution,as there is no perfect solution to the
nuclear waste issus ,-is the solution that bas been gone beck to repeatadly

over- the decades,after the ds of studies contemplating what to do with
the waste failed to identify anything better, or safer.. What NRC and” industry
are:proposing in this Draft,flies in the face of the thousands of prior studies
by some.of the worlds most rencwned people who understand the horror of the
dilm, and' cha....i.r conclusions, Leaving all this. contamination gn gitss around’
the nation to contaminate snd kill hundreds of communities is simply berbarie
CL-20/115 and must be stopped at ell costs, Furthermore, no new: muciear plants should: bee
allowed or tuilt as they will just add to the existing contamination, and all
op_erating plants should be shutdown to:stop further®uaste® — guch as plutonium-
CL-20/116 generation. Nane:should be ro-licensed — the.NRC should be ashamed of relicenaing,
This: Draft ig.an absolute horror — far future. generations who will suffer- if
CL-20/117 this goes through s proposed, I would point out that on pages C-1 and C-2 wre
the names of those responsible for this abomination far reference in cssw of
future lawsults, 8o the public should make a note of that (this is, after all
pudic record, what I bave written) , Plus the Utility in question and the
over helpful nuclear pushers at the NEI, should be remembered too, for thelr
contribution to the nuolear nightmare.

CL-20/418 There is atill time to correct all the serious problems in the Draft, still
time for the NRC to turn from the path of wickedness and ruin the Draft Supe
plement and Gaie will lead to if passed as 1s, Remember the:Creator.. Do not
allow the further desecration of the world , tlex: NRC wvill also be:sccounkable

e
to God one.day for what it allows to be done to«Crention. Think on that, and
correct this Draft to the better.
immio\(gqoc)n% -0 %‘N\M
Pamala Blockey-0'Erien,
U .
Copus Yot ERH, GEWMGAING[EpD, WSFWS, GRAGHNS Fon

ChERN EWERGY, U,S. ARUED Forews Qn}to’&‘mkoe\/

RESERRCH TN STVYWYE, CENTERS EASE
CONYRO A | AND UYWEERDS, ! TeR B
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From: “Sharon Guynup” <sguy @cybemex net> el FHRTE 7-2/
To: <dgeis@nrc.gov>

Date: 1/19/02 4-37PM

Subject: comments on Decommussioning US Nuclear Power plants

| am violently opposed to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's proposal to further
CL-21/1 relax its decommissioning requirements for nuciear power reactors. This Is nothing but a seliout to the
nuclear industry— which puts citizens at risk--with no recourse in case of liabilities.
This is wrong and dangerous.
Thank you for your time.

Sharon Guynup
Hoboken, NJ
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4/7101

From: <sublimation @webtv.net>
To: <dgeis @nrc.gov>
Date: 1/19/02 10.57PM CLFELSG 7L/
Subject: decomissioning reactors: environmental impact supplement 1
CL-22/1  Thisis ndiculous! AHZ

http.//community.webtv net/sublimation/DisregardAllAdsHere
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*Fred Long* <ajlong999 @earthlink net>

From:

To: <dgeis@nre gov>

Date: 1/20/02 8 59AM

Subject: DECOMMISSIONING NECLEAR FACILITIES

cL-231

Has the NRC no common sense at all?

///7/0 !
Lo FRSZIi2/

Releasing radioactively contaminated materials Into daily consumer use and commerce and unregulated
disposal is a direct assault on humanity.

Don't let this happen.

Ad Long

20550 Ead St

Torrance CA 90503
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/// g/0/
From: "rsja® <rs;a@email msn com> Cl FRTT Ji

To: <dgeis@nrc gov>
Date: 1/20/02 2 03PM

Subject: Public comment on USNRC Decommissioning US Nuclear Power Reactors

To. Chief,
Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Admunustrative Services
Mailstop T 6 D 59
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington DC 20555-001

| am appalied at the NRC's draft of decommussioning requirements for nuclear power reactors. The
requirements should be made stricter not more relaxed!ilNiH 1 oppose the use of "Genenc”® listing of
issues. | support "Site Specific® isting so that local commuruties can stll raise issues they have.

I support the designation of environmental justice and endangered species issues as site-specific, NOT
generic.

1 oppose Rubblization but support its designation as sie-specific,

| Firmly oppose the *release” of radioactively contaminated matenals into daily consumer use and
commerce and unregulated disposal.

This is common sense people. You need 1o start doing what is safest and in the best interest of the
peopla of the United States and its land, NOT what is going 1o relieve the nuclear power companies of
their responsibility to what they have created and profited off.

Citizen of the United States of Amerca
Rachel Griffiths

2022 West Chicago Avenue

Chicago, IL 60622
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Law Offices of

Edward T. Russell
725 Long Pond Road
Plymouth, MA 02360

508-224-2007

January 20, 2002

Chiet, Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Mailstop T 8 D 59

Letter 25, page 1

<EdRussel@aol com>
<dgelis@nrc gov>

1/20/02 8 34PM
Decommissioning rule changes

o 1 . CL-25/12 Deregulation has already had serious negative Impact on local municipalties
R this will be Just another blow

N
PR TN B

¢
Yk

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Re: Decommissioning Nuclear Power Reactors
Environmental Impact Statement Supplement 1

Dear Sirs:

1 am a resident of, and practice law in, Plymouth MA. For years | have fived
at peace with the neighboring Pilgrim nuclear plant. However, Sept 11 was an
awakening for me and for many others in eastern Massachusetts.

oy

CL-25/1 | strongly object to the proposed changes 1o tha decommissioning rules. We
have recently become more sensitive to the rules goveming nuclear power
plants, even their decommissioning Since these proposals were begun before

September 11, | hope and

Commisslon.

expoct that they will be dead on arrival at the

CL-25/2 The only rules changes that { want to see until spent rods are romoved to
Yucca Mountain are to stricter rules,

CL-25/3 Uttty deregulation has put the ownership of these plants in hands that are
not as responsible as they once were. Plymouth MA sulfers financlally because
of the loss of tax revenue from the Piigrim Piant - we cannot assume the
CL-25/4 additional nisk thesa rules would place on us. Until the spent rods are
removed from local nuclear power plants the decommissioning rules should be
tightened, not loosened. Your proposal may have seemed reasonable earfier
this year but we live in a very different world now It can no longer be

business as usual at the NRC

s
s

CL-25/5 Many key issues that local communities face as reactors close and owners
leave (llability-free) will be unchallengeable, because they are being listed

CL-25/6 as "generic® issues. | suppo!

rt the designation of environmental justice and

endangered species issues as site-specific (not generic) and designation of

Rubbhization as ste-specific.

f

CL-25/7 The proposeé! rules ignore radfation dangers after decommissioning The NRC

CL-25/8

/7;,,,,7%; {91;”;0)3

L= REDS = #OH—OD
Clelet. = Af. ngni/( CMm,Z,)

Letter 25, page 2

must incorporate offsite contamination in all evaluations of environmental
CL-25/9 Impacts. The National Environmental Policy Act was written for a purpose,
your proposed rules side step that purpose.

CL-25/10 You must not remove license amendment requirements when changing from an
operating license to a nuclear matanals possession-only license. 1stand
CL-25/11 fimly against the "release" of contaminated matenals into daily consumer

contact and commerce or unregulated disposal.

Edward T. Russell
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y / g/o!
From: Dave Matthews <david matthews @ sun.com>
To: <dgeis @nic.gov> ‘e Fe M?‘JL/
Date: 1/21/02 10.52AM
Subject: Decommissiorung Nuclear Powsr Reactors EIS Supp1
Dear Sws,

| am writing 1o comment on the EIS supplement 1.

In general, 1 am strongly opposed to the attempts to designate many
issues as genenc instead of site specific and thus to remove these
issues form public review and comment. :
Specifically , | am opposed 1o the following proposals in the EIS:

CL-26/1

CL-26/2

NRC allows “rubblization® (crumbling the concreta reactor bulding) ot
nuclear reactors, without opportunity for public intervention unti the
action Is completed. '

CL-26/3 NAC aliows portions of sites to ba "released" from regulatory control
befora the whole stte it released.

CL-26/4 NRCopens uptwo *antombment” options. k -

CL-26/5 NRC ignores radiation dangers after decommussioning is done and utiity 53' S

13 relieved of liabilty. i
CL-26/6 NRC ignores radiabion exposures to children and other vuinerable membaers
of the population and creates a fictitious highest exposed "cntical
group® based on unsubstantated assumptions.

CL-26/  NRG ignores radiation offstte and permits utilities 1o ignore it in
7-9 decommissioning planning. | ask that the NRC incorporate offsite
contamination into all evaluations of environmental impacts.

NRC prevents the National Environmental Policy Act from applying to most
of the decommissioning process.

CL-26/10

CL-26/11 NRC redelines terms to avoid local, site specific opportunity to

question, challenge and prevent unsafe decommissioning decisions.

CL-26/12 NRC sets arbitrary and unsubstantiated (low, medium and high)
environmental Impact categories for each of the steps in
decommissioning, to give the appearancae that they have minimal effects,
to justify not fully addressing them now and 1o prevent their inclusion
In site-specific analysls.

NRC Is removing the requirement for a license amendment when changing
from a nuclear power oparating ficense to a nuclear materials
possession-only kicense. (With no license amendment, there is no
opportunity for public challenge of adjudicatory processes )

CL-26/13

NRC 15 attempting, with this supplement, to legally justify the removal
of the existing opportunities for community involvement and for legal
public mtervention until after the bulk of the decommussioning has been
completed. This includes such actvities as flushing, cutiing, hauling
and possibly rubblhizing of the reactor.

O ol DA~ 013

CL-26/14

ZETIDS = ADA—p 3
Cett =) Afas50rK (/’—/TM&D

CL-26/16

Letter 26, page 2

NRC states that the portion of the decommissioning regulations (10 CFR
20 section E and s Environmental Impact Statement, NUREG 1496) that
set the 25, 100 and 500 millirems per year allowable public dose levels
from closed, decommissioned nuclear power sites, are not part of the
scope of this Supplement

NRC defines decommissioning, in pan, to include the “release of

property for unrestncted use. .." and the "release of property under
restricted conditions...*

1 stand firmly against the "release” of radioactively contaminated

materials into daily consumer use and commerce or unregulated disposal.

Thank you
David Matthews
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Letter 27, page 1

From: *Klaus Schumann" <jayklaus @ email msn com>
To: <gdgels @ nre.gov>

Date: 1/21/02 12 52PM

Subject: comment to nureg 5086

Dear NRC,

1 do not support any attempt of your agency to narrow the scope of
site-specific issues by declaring them to be genenc.

While the 9/11 events may call for some more secrecy, in most cases it's a

matter of "closing the gates long after the horsas are gone”.

instead you should adopt & policy of allowing more public participation to

ensurs public confidence in your process!

Re 9/11: | direct you to a quote from a recently published German report

concemning the vulnerability of the Castor contalners to terrorism: *tha
fact that all the technical data used In the report can ve accessed by

terrorists does not imply that a more restrictive poficy towards information

is required. Rather, it should be regarded as an argument against the use of

a technology which is, at the time, hazardous and complex to a large degrae,
creating a conflict batween the necessary socletal discussion on the one

hand and the protection of society from terrorist attacks on the other.”
Compare: www bund.netthemervenerggiepolttik/StudieCAST! ORTerror rtf If wo
eliminate the necessary public discussion the terrorists will have wonl

KLaus Schumann
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Letter 28, page 1

From: Dennis Larson darsondf@yahoo.com>
To: <dgeis @nrc.gov>

Date: 1/21/02 1:36PM

Subject: reactor decommissioning

Re: decommussioning nuclear reactors

CL-28/1 Issues common to the process of decommissioning
nuclear reactors should be raised with every reactor
being decommissioned, not excluded from every specific
reactor being decommissioned.

These common issues hava not been resolved.

Dennis Larson
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Letter 29, page 1

From: <Tifkel@aol com>
To: <dgels@nrc.gov>
Date: 1/21/02 7.32PM

Subject: Decommissioning

Dear Mr. Geis:
CL-291/1 There are still radioactive dangers after decommissioning. | oppose the
CL-20/2  concept of rubblization as it s very dangerous: 1 oppose the release of
CL-29/3 radicactive contaminated materials into daily consumer or commercial uses.
That is an idea that Is insanely dangerous. Would you eat off a fork that
contains radioactive mataerial? Why would aryone?

Sincerely,

Martin Kellerman
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Letter 30, page 1

f“ D)
Yea

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY SR Qi?wac,uﬁ YANKEE ATOMIC POWER COMPANY
19 Midstate Drive, Aubum, Massachusetts 01501 £ 7 362 bnyuri Holow Road, Eest Hamplon, Connecbicut 06424-3099

CL-30/1

o ahreclives
- h

’

December 26, 2001
BYR 2001-084

CY-01-199
Chief, Rules and Directives branch /// 7/ 2/
Divislon of Administrative Services 46 FRS¢ 7’,2/
Mailstop T 6 D 59
U.S. Nudear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001 £

Haddam Neck and Yankee Rowe Plant
Comments on Draft Supplement to GEIS

Yankee Atomic Electric Company (YAEC) and Connecticut Yankee Atomic
Power Company (CYAPCO) appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on
the draft supplement 1 to NUREG-0586, *Final Generic Environmental Impact
Statement on Decommissioning of Nuclear Facilities™.

In a letter dated Apnl 25, 2001™, CYAPCO submitted a response to a Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) request for additional information to support
development of the Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GE!S)
supplement. Many of these comments were incorporated in the draft
supplement. In general the draft supplement meets the goal of updating the
GEIS to current decommissioning practices and dismantiement options. We
have reviewed the draft supplement and offer specific comments contained in the
attachment.

If you have any questions regarding this submittal, please contact Gerry van
Noordennen at (860) 267-3938.

) CYAPCO letter CY-01-076 to U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
*Response to NRC Request for Additional information to Support GEIS
Supplement®, dated Apni 25, 2001.
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Letter 30, page 2

" U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commussion
BYR 2001-084/CY-01-199 / Page 2

Sincerely,

Kenneth J. Heider
Vice President of Operations & Decommussioning

H. J. Miller, NRC Region § Administrator

J. E. Donoghue, Senior Project Manager, Haddam Neck Plant

R. R. Bellamy, Chief, Decommissioning and Laboratory Branch, NRC
Region |

Documsnt Control Dask, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

D. C. Scallettl, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Paul H. Genoa, Nuclear Energy Institute

E. L. Wilds, Jr., Director, CT DEP Monitonng and Radiation Division
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Letter 30, page 3

Letter 30, page 4

~U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U. . Nuclear Regutatory Commission
BYR 2001-084/CY-01-199/ Attachment 1 Page 1 BYR 2001-084/CY-01-199 / Attachment 1 Page 2

L

YAEC & CYAPCO Comments on the draft supplement to thé GEIS

CL-30/7 6.
cL-302 1. The Figure 1-1, “Decommissioning Timeline” should also reflect the 60 year
window, mentioned in 10CFR50.82(a)(3), that starts from the pemanent
cessation of operation. CcL-30/8 7.
CcL-30/3 2. Revise the first part of the last sentence on page 1-5to read:

1t a licensee choss to operate the ISFSI under a Part 50 license, they
could choose to continue under the Part 50 license, or by way of license  ¢1.30/9 8,
amendment request, .......... cresess

CL-30/4 3. Deleta the discussion of “Rubblization” on page 1-7 and delete the term
“Rubblization” In the Glossary (Appendix M). Maine Yankee first utilized this ¢ .30/10 9.
term in a January 13, 2000 letter which served to submit thelr License
Tormination Plan (LTP). On June 1, 2001, Maine Yankee filed revision 1 to
their LTP. On August 13, 2001, Maine Yankee filed revision 2 to their LTP. In
their current LTP, Maine Yankee does not propose to use “Rubblization” and

no longer utilizes the term. No licensee is currently pursuing the "Rubblization” ¢L.30/11 10.

. concept as described in Maine Yankee's original LTP submittal,

The term which most accurately describes the approach which licensees are
currently pursuing Is “concrete backfill". Connecticut Yankee described the
process as follows in section 4.3.1 of our LTP submitted on July 7, 2000:

Concrete from contaminated structures will be remediated to a level
meeting the radiological criteria for unrestricted release of the site. After

completion of final status surveys and absent any findings during NRC CL-30/12 11,

inspections, concrete building debris from decontaminated structures may
be used as backfill and placed into the remaining subsurface building
*' foundations. '

CL-30/5 4. Under the description of the Turbine building (on page 3-6) revisa the last two
sentences to read:

Primary coolant is not clrculated through the turbine building systems in
PWRs. Howaver, it is not unusual for the turbine building to become
mildly contaminated during power generation at PWRs.

CL-30/6 5 Add the following sentence to the first paragraph in section 3.1.4:

Most of the contamination in the reactor coolant system is from the
activation of corrosion products and not fuel. T

CL-30/13 12,

Revise the second to last sentence on page 3-15 i read:
. . ‘ ) )
The entire structure (or portions) must be removed..........

The last sentence on page 3-15 Is only true if corresion pFoducts are included.
The sentence should be revised to read:

L

If corrosion products are included, the radioactive decay...........

The last two paragraphs on page 3-15 need to be rewritten. The discussion of
contamination and activation needs to be clarified. If requested, CYAPCO will
work with the Commission to rewrite this text. -

Yankee Rowe should be added to the list of plants mentioned in the second to
last paragraph of page 3-26. The Yankee Nuclear Power Station was one of the
p|gnts In the AEC's Domonstration's Program, Yankee Rowe's license number is
DPR-3.

The second to last paragraph on page 3-32 discusses the creation of nuclear
islands. Nuclear islands are not primarily created because of security reasons.
The real benefit In creating nuclear istands is to not Interfere with spent fuel
storage. The purpose for creating a nuclear island is to provide a facility for the
safe long-term storage of spent fuel, which Is independent of the remainder or
the rest of the facility. The purpose of the modifications is to divorce the spent
fuel cooling function from dependence on systems which must be dismantled as
part of the overall decommissioning process.

Expand the discussion about Stage 4 of the decommissioning process. This
discussion should contain as much description as the descriptions under stages
1 through 3.

Deleta “groundwater” from the first sentence in section 4.3.3.4. Releases are not
made to groundwater under NPDES permits. NPDES discharge points
discharge to surface water locations.
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Letter 31, page 1

Exelon.

Exelon Nuclear www.exeloncorp.com N u C] ear
200 Exelon Way
Kennett Square, PA19148
1f3/0!
Ll PRt ] /

December 28, 2001 “-_ L3

r ) .
Secretary LA A
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission PR Bt
Attn: Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff 13w e
Washington, DC 20555-0001 @ -

Subject: Comments Concemung Draft Supplement 1 to NUREG-0586, "Final Generic
Environmental Impact Statement on Decommissioning of Nuclear Faciibies”
(66FR567}3. dated November 9, 2001) ,

Dear Sir or Madam:

This letter is being submitted in response to the NRC's request for comments concerning Draft
Supplement 1 to NUREG-0586, “Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement on
Decommissioning of Nuclear Facilities® which was published in the Federal Register (l.e.,
66FR5671~2?dategl November 9, 2001). The NRC Is proposing that thus Supplement updates
information in the existing 1988 GEIS relating to pressurized water reactors, boiling water
reactors, and multiple reactor stations. Additionally, this Supplement goes beyond the 1988
GEIS by considenng high-temperature gas-cooled reactors and fast breeder reactors. The
NRC's intent s that this Supplement be used to consider, in a comprehensive and generic
manner to the extent practicable, the environmental impacts of radiological decommissioning of
nuclear reactor facilities by incorporating updated information, regulations, and analyses.

Exelon Generation Company, LLC (Exelon) appreciates the opportunity to comment. Genenc
and specific comments follow in Attachments 1 and 2, respectively. If you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,

Gurnfiloh Lor

Michael P. Gallagher
Dirsctor, Licensing and Regulatory Affairs
Mid-Atlantic Regional Operating Group

Attachments
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cL-3111 1.

CL-31/2 2,

CL-31/3 3.

CL-31/4 4.

CL-31/5 s,

Letter 31, page 2

ATTACHMENT 1
Generic Comments on NUREG-0586 Draft Supplement 1

Exelon believes the proposed Draft Supplement comectly concludes that most of the
environmental issues assessed result in impacts that are generc and SMALL for all plants,
We reach this conclusion based upon our expenence decommissioning one BWR (Dresden
1), two PWR's (Zion Station), one HTGR (Peach Bottom 1), and our observation of other
industry decommissioning projects We have not seen to date — and cumently do not expect
to find = environmental impacts different from those addressed and bounded by this
Supplement to the GEIS.

Exelon continues to maintamn that prov;dmg guidance, which addresses environmental
Issues genercally, provides the highest standard the public at large can use effectively to
challenge industry to return power plant sites to beneficial use upon facility retirement.

The Supplement properly addresses the ENTOMB decommussioning option  Issues related
to the ENTOMB option after the facility has terminated its NRC license and entered the
entombment penad are outside the scope of this GEIS. Power reactor entombment 1s not
construction of a LLW disposal faciiity — it is properly classified as a decommissioning
scenario, which creates an assured storage facility for radioactive matenal to decay in
placa, until it no longer represents a hazard considering future public use of the site. The
clear distinction between entombment as a decommussioning scenario and a LLW disposal
facility may be found in the ability to reuse the site in the future for other purposes.
Regulation governing LLW disposal facilities does not contemplate future use of the site,
restricted or unrestncted. Future use of an entombed site will be dictated by the dose-
based performanca cntena found in 10 CFR Part 20, Subpart E.

The Supplement improperly addresses rubblization by stating it will require a site-specific
analysis at the time the license termination plan is submitted Rubblzation should be
addressed genencally as a part of the decommussioning process. The NRC should continue
to maintain that to the extent that 10 CFR Part 20, Subpart E dose performance critena are
met - and that decommissioning has been performed using the ALARA pnincipal,
rubblization has a SMALL environmental impact.

The Supplement incorrectly addresses the impact on the SAFSTOR scenano due to the
time gap between cessation of operations and decommissioning activities. The Supplement
expects the time gap will result in a shortage of personnel familiar with the facility when
decomnussioning actvities commence. Our own expenences have shown us that both
DECON and SAFSTOR decommissioning scenanos can be conducted in & safe and
efficient manner. Regarding the familianty of the facility at the end of icensed life, whether
the plant begins decommussioning immediately or waits for some defined perod - the most
difficult aspect Is retneving records from the earliest days of operation. Recently retired
faciliies have taken the appropnate step of preparing a site histonical assessment -
documenting the operating years of the facility. This hustorical assessment will guide the
decommussioning process whether it begins immediately upon retirement or 50 years later.
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CL-31/6 1.

CL-31/7 2

CL-31/8 3

CL-31/9 4

CL-31/10 5

CL-31111 8

cL-31112 7.

Letter 31, page 3

ATTACHMENT 2
Specific Comments on NUREG-0586 Draft Supplement 1

On Pg 3-17 there is a discussion of the advantages of the DECON altemative for
decommissioning. One advantage of DECON is not discussed and should be
Generally speaking the shorted lived nuclides are easier to detect because of their
beta/gamma emissions, versus the alpha emissions of longer lived nuclides. The
difficulty of detecting the alpha emitters will increase analysis costs and increase the
difficulty of performing surveys. Ultimately the cost of providing RP coverage and of
performing the Stte Characterization and Final Status Survey will also be increased.

On Pg 3-19 the discussion of the SAFESTOR option assumes that there Is a savings
associated with less Solid RW disposal costs. However they do not consider that
the current NRC guidance for release of material includes a no detectable cnteria.

In order for the reduction of Solid RW to be achieved, significant quantities of plant
matenals would need to be released from the site. The current regulations do not
support this assumption.

On Pg 4-9 the NUREG concludes (Sec 4 3 2.4) that the environmental impact of
water usage will be small. In the evaluation they consider the anticipated reduction
in water usage for cooling in the condenser. This conclusion appears reasonable,
however the analysis should also consider the environmental effects of the loss of
heat provided by cooling water discharged to a closed lake or pond system thatis a
habitat for aquatic animals and vegetation. Many nuclear facilities are on natural or
man-made bodies of water making this environmental effact generic in nature.

On Pg 4-16 the NUREG concludes (Sec 4.3 4 4) the environmental impact of air
emisstons will be small In the evaluation they did not consider that many sites use
extraction steam to provide plant heat in the winter months  The shutdown of the
reactor means that Aux Botlers will be operated for longer periods to provide heating
steam. This needs to be considered in the NUREG or many facilities will need to
address this issue in their PSDAR

On Pg 4 —29 the NUREG (saction 4.3 8.3) concludes that it is not necessary to
update estimates for collective dose due to decommissioning activities, Thisis an
important conclusion that is supported by the current range in collective dose that
decommissioning plants have experienced. Any change to this conclusion needs to
be well supported by actual data and needs to be thoroughly studied to Identify all
potential impacts. - '

A ‘

Table 4 ;1 on page 4 -30 is misleading The totals given include 100 rem of transportation

CL-31113 8.

Letter 31, page 4

10CFRS50.75 the decommissioning cost estimate for Peach Bottom Uit 1 reported in
beginning of year 2001 dollars is 65 4 million dollars Table 4.3 should be changed to
reflect the latest cost estimate.

Table 4-4 lists the decommissioning cost of the high-temperature gas-cooled reactor in
SAFSTOR (Peach Bottom Unit 1) to be 54 million dollars (in January 2001 dollars). Inour
letter submitted on March 30, 2001, in accordance with 10CFR50.75 the decommissioning
cost estimate for Peach Bottom, Unit 1 reported in beginning of year 2001 dollars is 65 4

million dollars. Table 4-4 should be changed to reflect the latest cost estimate.

CL-31/14 9. Table F-1 lists the total site area for Peach Bottom Unit 1 to be 620 acres. 620
acres Is the total site area reported in the Peach Bottom Unit 2 and 3 Updated Final
Safety Analysis Report However, Table F-2 reports the total site area for Peach
Bottom Units 2 and 3 to be 618 acres. Table F-2 should be changed fo reflect the
total site area for Peach Bottom Units 2 and 3 to be 620 acres.
CL-31/15 10 Table I-3 incorrectly lists site flooding as the only accident analyzed for Peach
Bottom Unit 1 in the documents referenced in Appendix | for Peach Bottom Unit 1.
The additional accidents analyzed for Peach Bottom Unit 1 that should be added to
Table -3 are:
= Release of helium coolant under containment breach (open penetration to
containment) for accidents involving radioactive materials (non-fuel-related) on
page 1-9
* Fire inside reactor vesse! under fire for accidents involving radioactive materials
(non-fuel —related) on page 1-10.

CL-31/16 11. On page L-6 of Appendix L, line 4 refers to cnticality accident monitoring
requirements described in 10CFR7.24 Canticality accident monitoring requirements
are descnbed in 10CFR70 24. This typographical error should be corrected.

CL-31/17 12.0n page L-6 of Appendix L, fine 17 refers to 10CFR50 73 as requiring a licensee
event report within 30 days 10CFR50 73 was recently revised to require a licensee
event report within 60 days  This change should be made to Appendix L.

CL-31/18 13 While the Supplement addresses two entombment options stating they have
prepared as exitreme cases to envelop a wide range of potential options, there
should be additional language early in Section 3 2.3 ENTOMB clarifying that utilities
are likely to develop entombment scenarios based upon their site specific needs.

CL-31/19 14. Al spent fuel at Dresden Unit 1 will be moved to dry storage on site by the end of the
first quarter of 2002. This change needs to be reflected in Table 3-2.

dose that Is not tracked by the facility undergeing decommissioning. 1t also does not include

dose Incurred during construction of a Spent Fuel Poo! Island or in support of a dry cask

storage campaign. A footnote should be added explaining these differences

Table 4-3 lists the decommissioning cost of Peach Bottom Unit 1 to be 54 million doltars (in

January 2001 dollars) In our letter submitted on March 30, 2001, in accordance with

v
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Letter 32, page 1
From: <GEORGNBAY @aol.com>
To: <dgeis@nrc.gov>
Date: 1/24/02 9.17AM
Subject: relaxing standards
Dear SirfMadame,

it [aleol
C6FRIt]2/

(5

CL-32/1 | urge you to stop any further relaxing of nuclear power reactor
decommissioning requirements. Enough is enough. The suggestions you are
making toward relaxing further standards will create massive public health

CL-32/2 and economic problems. Justone example is letting the concrete reactors

CL-32/3 erode naturally which is extremely unsafe. And to ignore radation concerns

to the unsuspecting public health is criminal.

It is out rageous to allow the reactors to be habilty-free. That is like
saying to the consumer * Your money AND your ife". We have paid and paid
for nuclear power and we all know it is the biggest welfare mother of all

time.
Yours in concern

Susan Clark
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Letter 33, page 1

[Gons Mendrola - Weakening Requiremants for Decommissioning US Nuciear PowerReactors

Page 1]

CL-331

CL-3372
CL-333
CL-33/4

CL-33/5
CL-33/6

CL-33/7
CL-33/8

CL-33/9

CL-33/10

W@J oy a2

From: Margaret Nagel dormargaretn @ earthiink nat>
To: <dgeis@nrc.gov>
Date: 1/24/02 1 51PM

Subject: Weakening Requirements for D PowsrReactors

vjgfol
Margaret Nagel

631 Hinman Ave 64;'6/@1’2/
Evanston, IL 60202-2514 33

tecl :‘uUSu 1

From®

Tor

Chief, Riules and Directives Branch/Division of Administrative Services
Mailstop T6 D 59

US Nuciear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555-0001

January 24, 2002

In setting requirements for decommissioning US nuclear power reactors,

pleasa bear in mind other things besides tha needs of Richard (Enron)

Cheney, Haltiburton Inc., Brown & Root, and other powers that ba, Long after
these bia *p * have bled away, your chikiren and grandchfidren
and mine, and thair descendants, will have to kve in this world. The

nuclear power Industry was & colossal mistake 1o begin with, as we all know.
Mozt of us also realize that tha immune systems of every Mngkthlng on
thbphmt—hummsyslmlmhded-are‘ ing imolerably

.
9]
I

.
MR rate)
owt

e,

+

k) ¥
mountmg (and rgishicaly interacting) fevels of pofiution of all G N .
':zns. To ':gd( to m:w:imm by dellbarately ignoring the dangers of ST : o8
radiation exposure s wantonly criminal. Those who do so will go down in AR pur -
histary as vilaina of the worst sort; smug, obtuse, shrivel-hearted, o,
decelving, opportunistic, self-serving, cowardly, corrupt people who reafly & ‘ -
ought to know better, | fall to see any moral difference bstween terrorists @ i3 -~

who fly planes into buildings, and bursacrats who are perfectly willing to
expose whole populations to additional dangers from radiation. In the name
of humanity and morality, you should aft teave your jobs now in rightscus
protest at what you're being asked to do. Walk out. Say goodbye, Go work at
Wal-Mart i you have to But don't reckiessly endanger the heatth of this
nation by acquiescing in these evil plans

| uttarly oppose’

1. *rubblization® with no opportunities for meaningfut public Intervention
ahead of time . ¢ - oo }

¢ v

2 aflowing pomm:ls of shtes to be released from regulatory control before
the whole sita Is released.

3 ignoting readiahon dangers after decommissl(;ning is done and utiity rs
relieved of liabflity. |

4 ignoring radiation exposurés 1o children and other vulnerable members of
the poputation and creating a fictitious highest exposed “critical group®
based on unsubstantiated assumptions. . - ,

i 4 .

TN = DU =3
Gt » -1 G

Letter 33, page 2

[ Doris Mendiola - Weakaning Requirements tor D

ung US Nuclear PowerReactars

Page 2]

CL-33/11
CL-33/12

CL-33/13

CL-33/14

CL-33/15

CL-33/16

CL-33/17

CL-33/18

CL-33/19

CL-33/20

§. ignoring offsita radiation and permitting utilities to ignore it in
decommission planning NRC should incorporate offsite contamination into all
evaluations of environmental impacts

| also utterly oppose:

1. Preventing the National Environmenta! Policy Act from applying to most of
the decommissioning process.

2, Making most asp of decomrmissioning “generc® rather than
site-specific, 80 they cannot ba lagally reviewed or challenged at
individual sites

3. Redefining terms to avoid local, site-specific opportunity to question,
challenge, and p t unsafe d loning decish

4 setting "low, medium, and ngh* environmental impact categories for each
of the steps Ind fssioning, to give the app that some things
have neglighle effects that don't warrant further consideration.

. removing the requirement for a license amendment when changing from a
nuclear power operating license to a nuclear materials posssssion-only
ficense, thereby efiminating the opportunity for public challenge or
adjudicatory processes.

8. attempting to legally justify the removal of the existing opportunities
for community involvement and for legal public intervention until activities
such as flushing, cutting, haufing and possibly rubblizing of the reactor
are complete — in other words, until the damage has irretrievably beon

7. stating that 10 CFR 20 section € and its Environmental Impact Statement,
NUREG 14986, are not part of the scope of this Supplement.

8 defining decommissioning, in part, to include the “release of property
for unrestncted use® and the *release of property under restricted
conditions® - In other words, releasing radioactively contaminated
materials into daity consumer use and and gulated disp
can you contemplate such a thing' AN

! How

Sincerely,

Margaret Nagel

cC: Margaret Nage! <formargaretn @ earthlink.net>, *Richard J Durbin®
<dick @durbin senate gov>, "Peter G Fitzgerald” <senator_fitzgerald @fitzgerald senate gov>
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FDons Mendicla - NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS Page 1 !
az/e
From: *Liane Casten® <kasten@interaccess.com> CeFeszpie/
To: <dgeis @nrc.gov>
Date: 1/24/02 3.40PM
Subject: NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

CL-34/1 To even think that decommussioning nuclear power plants’ regulations via presidential fiat Is acceptable 1s
beyond logic and reason.
CL-34/2  You are insunng the further deterioration of health for innocent civiians and this planet.
CL-34/3  Bushis stripping us all of those safeguards we all need to protect citizens—and this includes you. He has
CL-34/4 only corporate interests—the nuclear power industry baing one. To enforce no liabilty after they leave is
ClL-34/5 smplycriminal. You do not need to further endanger our fives while the polluters go scott free..
Enough.
Liane Casten

.
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Letter 35, page 1

[ Borfs Mendiola - Public Comment=Shame on youl

Page 1]

CL-351

L —HID
W;}fﬁ/—\/ ] ﬂ
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From: <little lamb @ att net>

To: | , <dgeis @nrc.gov> CR .
Date: . . $/25/02 1 0OPM

Subject: Public Comment=Shame on you!

Public Comment re: the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission's (NRC) draft Decommissioning Nuclear Power
Reactors Environmental Impact Statement Supplement 1.

Dear Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

Pleasa increase, rather than decrease, public
participation in every single aspect of the planning,

building, and running of Nuclear Power Plants. Please do

this even if you don't want to.

The public, to you, may seem like a thorn in your side,
something that gets in the way of your plans. Buta
democratic government should not seek to shut their
people out of decisions that effect their lives. ltis a
very sad reflection on the state of our democracy that
this seems to be precisely the aim of your draft
regulations. -Don't you believe in democracy? Are you
tired of playing by democratic rules i it means you
can't win each and every time? Is democracy too

"inconvenlent for you? - -

If you were busy doing the "right thing® you would be

excited and proud to open your process to the public. If

you were involved in an honest process, you would be

eager to engage your opponents in debate about . You

would not have to stack the deck, hide your process,

shut the people out. Shame on you! See if you have the

courage to do the right thing! —- And have the
courtesy not to send one of those dummy automatic
replies!

MaryKim ¢

116 Pinghurst Avenue #C3

New York City 10033

212.923.7800 x 1303
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Letter 36, page 1

Letter 36, page 2

{Doris Mendiola - NRC's supplement to NUREG-0586, re d ESSionIng Page 11 [Boris Mendicla - NRC's supplament to NUREG-0586, re d wng Paga 3 |
From: Donald Milier <d.w miller @csuchio.edu> Vg / 9 / 21
Date: by g LR E6 A 3143 Yorkshee Road
Subject: NRC's supplement to NUREG-0586, re decommussioning Cleveland Hts , Chio 44118
| have some quesuor\xs. @
CL-36/1 Why, inthis same democracy that we hokd up s proudly to the woild, does

CL-36/2

CL-36/3

CL-36/4

CL-36/5
CL-36/6

CL-36/7

CL-36/8

Jemrgellez A211 = 013

the NRC seek 1o prevent public comment on the basic 1ssue of public health

n a nuclear world?

If the NRC Ia confident--as its supp! y changes to NUREG-0586
suggesi- that onsite and offsite radicactve contamination dunng

d ioning and af d will be i, why does it seek to remove

all hability (ronll-ﬂu\'e owner even befora the process is complete? (if the
NRC is wrong, who will pay?)

it is my understanding that the purpose, and cartainly the effect, of the
proposed supplement to NUREG-0588 1s to reclassify many d loning
issues as "genenc® in order to avold a community's right of challenge and

1o allow owners to depart without liability, | understand that the NRC
supplement seriously kmits a community’s ability to challenge even those
issues that are considered “site-specific®,

]

The desig of envi | justica issuss and endangered species
issuss must ramain viable SITE-SPECIFIC matters for public debate and legal
challenge, as must the hazardous technology (I think of the continuing,
poisonous twin-towers fallout) of rubblization.
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The NRC must ratain regulatory control of the entire site. The NAC must
require a LICENSE AMENDMENT when an owner 1s grantad a change from an
operatng license 10 & matenals-possession-only license.

Tha owner must remain fuily hable. o
‘The NRC must add, the subject of rad gers aiter )
HONESTLY, USING THE BEST INDEPENDENT RESEARCH, including
~—axposure of children
~exposure of the weak, the il, the eldery
~offsite contamination
~cradible, not arbitrary, envi tal impact g
FOR EACH STEP OF A DECOMMISSIONING.

The NRC must NOT permit “releasa of proparty for unrestricted use® or under
*restricted canditions® To pamit the rel of radioactively c« ated
malerials into dady consumer use and commerce, of to allow unregulated

posal of such is is abh t. Bin Laden might approva of such an
interesting expenment; | trust that the NRC does not and will not.

The NRC must resist the pressure of the nuclear industry I thew profits
are waning, they have had thew tum. The citizens of the U.S., who pay
everyona's way, have a nght to expect a healthy environment, and aright to
fight for 1t within the U S. legal system, (But what a shame that a fight 1s
éver needed )

Sincerely yours,
L-RIDE= ADYq - 23
e ot g5t (AT 2)




18l-d 2007 JOQUIBAON

} wawajddnsg *9850-934NN

Letter 37, page 1

[ Dorts Mendicla - Comments on the N R C_dratt, please add them _:) Pags 1{
From: *James Nordiund* <reality @pid com>
To: <dgels@nrc gov> ///7 /1
Date: 1/26/02 7°32PM
} C onthe NRC draft, please add them :) CLFETEI2./
CL-37/1 Heflo! As NIRS, 1 stand firmly against the "relsase® of radioactivaly

contaminated materials into daily consumer use and commerce or unregulated
disposal.

. hope youT give these matters the serious attention they warrant,
Viva la evolution, viva green party! reality Thanx for your attention,
{ima, and efforts!

Matutinafly Yours,
Name = jamaes m nordiund
Preferred E-Mail Address = reality@pld com
Additional E-Mall Address = jamesmnordiund @yahoo,.com

Web Site URL = www everythingforeveryone org _ -
‘ e e = [
Home Address = p o.b. 982, lakin, KS §7860-0982 ' o ;.: .
Work Addressssan. ‘5-“‘ i ,
Send Con)os;;ér\donc'o’-‘- Home o o 1, ) " £ E] :
o ’ v
Home Telephone = SIENEMNEE W,
. N . - I; W -~/
Work Telephone = 203-844-3835 ' v
Fax = 209-844-3835

Work Sector = nonproftt, human services . !
Professional Fleld = psychology

Professional Fleld (others) = evolution

Specialization = mental heatth counseling

LE-RIDS= PDY—PB

,-—/
LA ~O13
W Cotem af- A73r fe (MTHAD)

Horme phoae number removed
per ke Lesar,




| Juswalddng ‘9850-93HNN

28i-d

2002 JoqUI2AON

CL-381

CL-38/2

CL-38/3
CL-38/4

CL-38/5

CL-38/6

CL-38/7

Letter 38, page 1

Letter 38, page2

Page 1] {Dors sla « Mail

Jla - Mail

From: Hoger Voslker <regor@scblackmedia com>
To: <dgeis @arc gov> e LT
Date: 1/27/02 8 0IPM Y / 7/p / o -

- =

~)
- % 7’1/ - - ~ )

Chiel, Rules and Directives Branch b - -
Division of Adminstrative Servicas 25 N
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission =W )
Washington, DC 20555-0001 ]
To Whom #t May Concemn:
The following my on NUREG{V0586 Draft Supplement 1 Generic Envirgnmental
Impact Statement on D } ing of Nuclear Facilites--Draft Suppl t Dealing with
Decommusswoning of Nuclear Power Reaciors:
Several years ago | ded a ting b P of | Investor-owned electne utiity
companies that wera attempting 1o work out & common pos:ition on utility deregulation for the state of
Indiana.
Al one point in the di jon & rep of A Elactric Power, owner of the D.C Cook
Nuciear Plant, made a most lng C d that nuclear power could not compete with
other forms of electnc g tion, the AEP rep tative pointed out thal, foliowing decommissioning,
they could not just come in with a wrecking bal, knock the plant down and haul the rubbie off to the
nearest landfill, Instead, he said, the closed plant would have to be indefinitely isolated from the
srvironmant. His exact words (del d with great empt ) were |§that means lences, guards and
guard dogs FOREVER!O
Now, with Supplement | to NUREG{V0586, the NRC would appear to be paving the way for the very
rubblization and ble rak into the t of j§skghtly contaminatedi material that the AEP

rep said could not happen.

The vehicla to alow this would appsar to ba the deciaration of more decommissioning issues j§Genenci0
rather than 1§Sie-Specific,jd thus preempting the right of local residents to raise concams during the
License Tenmunation Plan review.

Some of my concems about NUREG|V0586 includs.

Jh the use of generic proceedings 10 eliminate site-specdic evaluation of concems;

2 the generic approval of rubblization of reactor building and leaving tham on site,

.h the vegue and arbitrary use of {§Small, Moderate, and Large|Q significance levels and the intent for use
of these designations, which echoes previ pted bogus d such as §below regulatory

concerni;

.h tha axtent to which radioactive contamination lavels that are permitt d to be |§re di0 from
regulatory control for decommissioning would result in the ‘ of radicacth ) ty:
The dralk GEIS says that j§low-leveljD radioactive waste disposal is not part of the scope of thus GEIS.
However, this wouid appear lo be d by the ol c 9 (pg. xii), and by the
scope, the rek and | of Sites, Sy and Componets (SSCs).

1 specifically oppose any rel of \ated materials dunng g or other tmes/
procedures.

Thm g bli BDi- O3 ~
~ ol = M- MoK @m:e,)

Page 21

Roger Voelker
5849 E North St.,
Tucson, AZ 85712

Sign up for FREE emai from SCBLACKMEDIA.com at hitp./iwww.scblackmedia.com
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Letter 39, page 1

JDons Mendiola - NUREG-0586 Page 1{
From: ' *Anne and Tom Moore® <c3moore@hotmail coms Y / 4/ (2
To: <dgels@nrc gov>
Date: 1/28/02 7:41AM A ' =
Subject: . NUREG-0586 &b /7R G2 02

CL-391
CL-3972
CL-3973
CL-39/4

CL-39/5

CL-39/6

%M—ﬂ'bl(—ﬂ/3

i

.
< PR ' 5

Chief, Rules and Directives Branch, oo

1find the proposals in Supplement 1 to the Genenc Environmental Impact
Staternent on Decommissloning unrealistic when it comes fo the health of U.S.
citizens at the time of decommissioning and to those fiving years later,

To catergonze as "generic" “the release" from regulatory control
portions of sites before they are completely decommissioned is not
responsible. No radioactivily cotaminated parts should be allowed into
consumer use, commerce, or unregulated disposal

To allow utilities to hava no liability after decommissioning Is done
when the proposals are seen as "generic” does not provide any protaction to
focal citizens. Accountibility for our actions is Important and utilty
companies should not be exempt fromthat. | oo

-+ There should be a requirement for a license amendment when a utility

changes from being a nuclear power operating license 1o a nuclear materials™ - @ L.
possession-only ficense. - ' W -
. Iknow that | am not alone In asking you to protect our cltizens from | e B
radioactivity on such a large scale and hope that you will live up to your, Lo >
1responsibility by not lessening the requirernets that utility companies face . RIS
when decommissioning takes place. ‘ S T
Sincerely, LR .
Anne H. T. Moore 8o
© 7
Join the world's largest e-mail service with MSN Hotmail.
http/Awww hotmall com
E=LREDS = gru-03

C - mtem g e (AT 4/)
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Letter 40, page 1

[Dons Mendiola - Decommussioning Nuclear Power Reactors EIS Supplement 1

CL-40/1

CL-40/2

CL-40/3

CL-40/4

1nlglol

Le ST/ -
From: "john runkle® <jrunkle @ mindspring.com> - o ’
To: <dgeis@nrc gov> . .
Date: 1/28/02 1:11PM Y K) 5
Subject: Decommissioning Nuclear Power Reactors EIS Supplement 1 s -l R 2
VIA EMAIL & Malil -"E;' ::_: v,
1/29/02 by u: Vo

From: Conservation Council of North Carolina, Post Office Box 12671, Raleigh, North Carolina 27605;
telephone: 819-839-0006 s
To: Chief, Rules Directives Branch; Divislon of Admunistrative Services,Mailstop T 6 D 59; U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commussion; Washington D.C. 20555-0001

Re: Draft Dacommissioning Nuclear Power Reactors EIS Supplement 1 (Supplement to NUREG-0586)
Dear Sir:

The Conservation Council of North Caralina Is a statewide environmental organization with a long history
of involvement in nuclear plant kcensing, waste storage and decommissioning. We offer the following
comments on the NRC's Draft Decommissioning Nuclear Power Reactors EIS Supplement 1:

1. We are deeply concerned about the NRC's proposal to treat almost all decommussioning issues in a
generic EIS rather than in an indnndual EIS for each plant. As we have seen in many of the licensing
proceedings, nuclear plants have a wida vanety of dissimilanties, aven with other plants owned by the
same utility and constructed by the same companies. These differences are compounded when t comes
to decommussioning as the ditferent work plans for each plant may have considerably differant impacts on
workers on-site and the public off-site.

2. All decommissioning activibes need to consider the impacts of radiation exposure to workers and the
public. Radiation exposures to children and other vulnerable members of the population should be
separately and reabstically addressed with all pathways to exposure closely examined. Assumptions about
off-site exposure should be substantiated with full peer-review from nautral parties, l.e. not employees of
the nuclear utiiies. The nsk to public health cannot be mirumized or discounted.

3. Decommissioning should naver be deemed to be complete until the entire site is no longer radioactive.
We understand that this means extremely long-term oversight of the reactor sites. Some of the
decommissioning wastes, such as the nickel compounds, have extremely long half-lives and remain
dangerous for millennia. Liability for the site needs ta remain with the utilties and the NRC must retain
regulatory control over the entire site.

4, As we have previously commented in other dockets, there should ba no release of radicactively
contaminated material of any kind into cansumer use or Into general commerce. Disposal of all materlals
from decommuissioning need to be regulated, regardiess of whether they are radicactive or not,

Pleasa notfy me of any decision you make regarding this docket.

Sincerely,

John D. Runkle

General Counsel

P RIDS = s =03

Wr@ Aol -O/3 ok Coire :Q
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Letter 41, page 1 Letter 41, page 2
[Doris Mendiola - subtis deregutation Page 1] [ Doris Mendiola - subtie deregutation Page 2}
nj 1ol
From: Benjamin Schiau <benitothecat@yshoo com> of environmental
To: <dgeis@nre gov> ¢t Fre Ie7.2/ justice and endangered species issues as ste-specific
Date: 1/29/02 2 56PM {not generic),
Subject: subtis dereguiation 4/ NIRS opposes Rubblization but supports its designation
Chief, Rules and Directives Branch/ Division of mte-speciﬂc
Administrative
Services/ Mallstop T 6 D 59
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

cL41n1

CcL-4112

G8l-d.

{ Juswia|ddng ‘9850-93HNN

ermgil = ADH—073

Washmgton, DC 20555-0001

1t has come to my attention that the Nuclear

Regutatory Commission is possibly compramising the

secunty of our nations future by making way for

further build up of nuciear waste that will

theoreticly be safe in g0 many thousands of years

| am opposed to any extensions on operating licenses
for nuclaar facilities of any sort and wish for a move

to cleaner renewable energy.

Thank you.

U S. Voter
Benjamin Schlau
1163 Lazy Ln. Ct.
Mt Plsasant, SC
29484

'-.has' v ralayed

y

The Nuc!ear ngula!ory C

and Is further
relaxing its decommissioning nquiremems for nuclear

power reactors,

NRC Is justifying thesa regulatory changes by

“supplementing® the 1988

Generic Envi tal Impact St ton
Decommissioning Nuclear

Facilties (NUREG-0586) with new, "updated® ,
infermation on nuclear

power

reactor decommissioning If NRC ds, many key

issues that local
communities face as reactors close and owners leave

(lability-free) -
will be unchallengeabls, becausa they are being listed
as "generic”

issues, "Generic® decommissioning issues are ones that
NRC determines

apply to numerous reactors and which are supposedly
being resolved with

this Supplement to the Generlc Environmental impact
Statement. "Site

specilic® lssues are ones that can still be raised in
local

communities,

but the opportunities to addrass aven site-specific
Issues is being

curtailed dramatically. NIRS supports the designation

= - -
[ . ,‘ t)
v
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Do You Yahoo!?
Great stuff seeking new ownaers in Yahoo! Auctionst
hitp //auctions yahoo com
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Letter 42, page 1

| Bons Mendiola - comment (NRC) dratt Decommissioning Nuclear Power Reactors EIS Page 1 ]

CL-42/1

CL-42/2

CcL-42/3

CL-42/4

CL-42/5

nfafat
From: Tom Ferguson <thinkspeak @earthiink.net> =,
To: «dgeis @nrc gov> 27 Lé—éz‘{"
Date. 1/28/02 4,13PM
Subject: comment (NRC) draft Decommussioning Nuclear Power Reactors EIS

One of the important and cbvious things to be sad about decommussioning
nuclear power plants is that it is expensive, potentially dangerous and
nearly unprecedented. We appreciate that entombment is now being considered.

1 ought to be equally obvious that

1.Snce a satisfactory waste Isolation solution evades us (we do
not agree with Secretary Abraham that Yucca Mountawn is & suttable
reposnorybnudmsdem-lthOEmu admits that the site i3 not
geologically suitable and the GAO raises serious questions about the
selection process).

s
.
[

A

2.That a serious accident of terrorist act In thus industry could
be phic, leaving fatal injuries, future cancer
victims and vast areas uninhabitable for years

i

3 That without public subsidy (via Price-Anderson) nuclear power is
economically untenable

d

Sy, -

emrnn ey
OLalli semt~

4.Given these factors the complete phasa-out of nuclear power
should be a high prionty Altermative power sources such as wind,
solar, hydrogen fusl cell [and conservaton] should be vigorously
pursued in its stead

Tom Ferguson

Cyndia Hunmcutt

Kallic Hunnicutt-Ferguson
372 Oakland ave se
Atlanta, GA 30312

- iy =_ T DS ~ADMH93
W ADMH—O!3 Ve k(ﬂ'ﬂ'&)
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Letter 43, page 1

[ Dons Mendwla - NUREF-0586 Comments

Letter 43, page 2

Page 1.

nllet
¢érree72/

From: *Mary S Reed" <maryreed @localnet com>
To: «<dgeis @nrc gov>

Date: 1/28/02 5 44PM

Subject: NUREF-0588 Comments

Chief, Rules and Directives Branch/ Division of Administrative
Services/ Mallstop T 6 D 59

US Nuclear Regutatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555-0001

| am opposed to the following changes to NUREF-0586

In Supplement 1 to the Genenc Environmental Impact Statement on
Dacommussioning:

CcL-43n

NRC aflows *rubblization® (crumbling the concrete reactor building) of
nuclear reactors, without opportunity for public intervention untd the
action Is completed

NRC aliows portions of sites to be *released” from regulatory controt
before the whole site It released -

.
4

Teove -

1

CL-43/2
CL-43/3 NRC opens up two "entombment” options

CL-43/4

[~ LI
2.

NRG ignores radiation dangers after decommissloning i done and utiity
is reflaved of liability,

NRC ignores radiation exposures to children and other vulnerable members
of the population and creates a fictitrous highest exposed eriticat
group* based on unsubstantiated assumptions.

CL-43/5

NRC ignores radiation offsita and parmits utililes to ignore it In
decommissioning planning NIRS calls on the NRC to incorporate offsite
contamination inta all evaluations of environmental impacts.

CL-43/6

NRC prevents the National Environmental Poficy Act {from applyng to most

of the decommissioning process (The claim appears to be that this
ment 1 fies the Envi ntal Policy Act for most of

proposed Supp
the decommissioning issues }

CL-4317

NRC makes most aspacts of decommissioning *generic® rather than
sita-specific, 30 they cannot be legally reviewed or chatlenged at
individual sites.

CL-43/8

CL-43/9 NRC redefines tarms to avoid local, sita spacific opportunity to
ng docist

question, challenge and p! issk s

t unsafe decs l

CL-43/10 NRC sets arbitrary and unsubstantiated (low, medium and high)

1 environmental Impact categorias for each of the steps in .
decommissoning, 1o give the appearance that they have minmal effects,
to justfy not fully addressing them now and to prevent thelr Inclusion
in site specific analysis,

NRC s removing the requement for a license amendment when changing
- from a nuclear power operating ficense to a nuclear materlals
possession-only license. (With no ficense amendment, there is no

G gy ta—013 = p5>s ~ADH TI3
WJ@ A2 | L ok é,rM,z,)

CL-43/11

[ Dons Mendiola - NUREF-0586 Comments

Page 2 |

CL-43/12

CL-43/13

CL-43/14

CL-43/15

CL-43/16

opportunity for publle chaflenge or adjudicatory processes )

NRC Is attempting, with this supplement, to legally justify the removal
of the existing opportunities for community involvernent and for fegal
public intervantion tntil atter the bulk of the decommissioning has been
completed. This Includes such activities as flushing, cutting, haufing
and possibly rubblizing of the reactor, '

NRC states that the portion of the d issloning regulations (10 CFR
20 section E and its Environmental Impact Statement, NUREG 1496) that
et the 25, 100 and 500 millirems per year aliowable public dose levels
from closed, decommissioned nuclear power sites, are not part of the
scope of this Supplement

NRC defines dacommussioning, In part, to include the “release of
property for unrastricted use..” and the *release of property under
restricted conditions.”

If the changes pass, many key issues that local

communities face as reactors close and owners leave (lability-free)

will be unchallengeable, becauss they are being listed as “generic®
Issues, “Generic” decommissioning lssues are ones that NAC determmes
apply to numerous reactors and which are supposedly being resolved with
this Supplament ta the Generic Environmental Impact Statement. “Site
specific” issues are ones that can stit be ralsed in local communities,

but the epportunities to address even she-spacific issues is being
curtailed dramatically | support the designation of environmentat

jushee and endangered species issues as site-specific (not generic)

1 Rubblization but Its designation as stte-specific,

PP

Please consider my opposition to many of the proposed Supplements. The
public should not be further shut out of the decommissloning process. Nuclear
wasts Is deadly and it's handling should not be downgraded in any way. ,

Sincerely,

Mary S. Reed

29 Sunnysida Road
Scotia, NY 12302

cC: “Senator Charles Schumer® <senator@schumer senate govs>, "Senator Hiflary Clinton®
<senator@clinton senate gov>, "Rep Mike McNutty* «mike menulty @ mait house gov>
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Letter 44, page 1

{Donr~ rendiola - Comments-NRC Rules on Decommissioning - £13 Supplement | Page 1]
V7
From: <Pdbsongs1@cs.com> .
To: <dgeis@nre.gov> 4&/"63‘77“"/
Date: 1/29/02 7.04PM
Subject: Ci NRC Rules on D g - EIS Suppl ti

D. Gets - NRC

’

1 am forwarding Attachment {word document) letter 1o NRC, with my personal
comments on proposed NRC Rules on Decommussioning.

Pleasae confum their raceipt and acceptance by email,

Thank you in advance
Paincia Borchmann

//-; - o &= P 2a~ 073
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Letter 44, page 2

FROM & BE GOOD FAX ND. ¢ 7683419625 Jan. 32 2002 11:16A4 P1
Patnicia Borchmann
176 Walker Way
Vista, Ca 92083
{760) 941-9625 -
January 30, 2002 - : . u
- vy
Chief, Rules and Directives Branch e L
vaisionofAdnﬂmmnicherviw'alepréb 59 504
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comumission £ : "
Washington DC 20555-0001 i 3 =
Email to: dgels@nrc.gov

CL-441

CL-44/2

CL-44/3

RE: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Draft Decommissloning Nuclear Power
Reactors E.LS, Supplemest 1

I am very strongly oppesed to the regulatory changes sought by NRC to further relax
decommissioning requirements for nuclear power reactors, a3 proposed by the 1998
“Geoene” ELS. on Deconymissioning Nuclear Paciihes (NUREG-0586), with new
“updated” information on nuclear powes reactor decoromissioning. The Proposed
regulatory chauges sought by N.R.C, are an insult to the public interest.

1 also strongly opposcd, and object to the proposed supplement to the “Gencnc” B S.,
and the deliberats and insppropriate exclusion of “nts specafic” issues, which should be
an imperative part of any analysis, for any form of sn E.LS. Supplement.

“Site specific” Issucs are of vital cspecially at Saa Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station (SONGS) whero Unit 1 is curréntly being decommissioned. It is
imperative that NR.C. evaluste and analyze SONGS Decormissionung on a “site
specific” basis instead of & “Generic” basts, due fo the very umuque physical site
charscteristics at SONGS, which other existing nuclear plants in U.S. do not possess.

The distinctions, and physical characteristics which make conditions at SONGS so
different and unique are vitally important, and ar¢ of utmost importance in any analysis
of Decommissioning at SONGS, in order to ensure the level of public health and safety
wall be assured, and provided without compromise to citizens in communitics
surrounding SONGS, As SONGS Unit 1 is curvently beang Decommissioned, the site
specific analysis must include both the short term and long term effects, and must also
analyze effects of offsite contamination, effects of cumulative contamination and
cxposure, and must provide realistic mitigation measures.,

A Summary of the “site specafic” physical charactenstics and conditions at SONGS,
which should justify “mte specific™ analysis (as opposed to a Generic E.1 S, Supplement)
inctude the following: R
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Letter 44, page 3

FROM ¢ BE GOOD FAX NO, § 76Q9419625

f

«  SONGS is located in a highly populated area, with denss populations in both
Orango County and San Diego County, whers citizens may be exposed to
potentially significant offsite effects.

s SONGS is located in & highly active seismic zone, where seismic activity is
speculated by some geological experts to generats quakesup to 7 6 Magnitude on
the Richter Scale (by new evidence of local off-shore blind thrust faults, which
ctuse 8 greater extent of groundshaking and leration than the in
‘which quakes are traditionally studied). SONGS was only designed and
constructed to withstand a maximum quake of 7.0 Magnitude.

« SONGS is located in a area immediately on the southem California coastline,
with most facilities elevated only to a level of 20° fi. above mean sea Jevel. These
facilitics are highly exposed md vulnerablo to effects of rising sea levels, and

tsunamis, and aro insufficiently protected. * j:
CL-44/5 T am opposed to NRC regulations pertaining to Decommissioning which world
' M s ota, P
4 ", o Rubbilization (crimmblirg the concrete reactor building) of muclear reactors,
: o opportunity for public intervention until the action is completed. . |
4 ' ay , - [ ton N I - v
CcL-44/6 o Allows portions of sites to be “rcleased” from regulatory control before the whole
site iz released.
CL-44/7 o  Allows offsite radiation to be ignored, and permits utilitics to ignom. itin

decommissioning planning. It 18 imperstive to include offsite contarnination into
all aspects of decommissioning planning and evaluation of environmental

iropacts.
CL-44/8 o  Allows NRC to make most aspects of decommissioning “generic” rather than site
specific 50 NRC cannot be Tegally reviewed or challenged af individual sites.

CL-44/9 o  Allows NRC to redefine terms to svoid Tocal, site specific oppom‘mity by publie
to question, challenge and prevent unaafe decommissioning decisions.

Allows NRC to set arbitrary and unsubstantisted (low, medium and high)

eavi 1 impact categories for each of the staps in decommissioning, to give
the sppesrance that they have minimal effeets, to justify not fully addressing them
niow, and to prevent their inclusion in site-specific analysis. This use of this
plecemealing spproach is unscceptable. .

CL-44/10

Jan. 39 2002 11:477AM P2
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CL44/11

CL-44/12

CL-44/13

CL-44/14

CL-44/15

CL-44/16

Jan. 38 2082 11:177M P33

« Would allow (with this supplement), NRC to legally justify removal of existing
opportunities for community invotvement and for legal public intervention unti!
after the bulk of the decommisstoning has been completed, including activities as
flushing, cutting, bauling and possible rubbilization of reacter.

o NRC asserts that the portion of decommissioning regnlations (10 CFR 20 section
E and itz BIS, NUREG 1496) set the 25, 100 and 500 millirems per year
allowable public dose levels from closed, decommissioned nuelear plants sites,
and are not part of the scope of this Supplement. 1disagres, and consider the
inctusion of exposurs from closed d issioned plants a ity to develop
an accurate and realistic analysis of cumulative impacts.

« Allows NRC to define decommissioning in part, to inctude “the release of
property for wnrestricted usc” .. and the “release of property under restricted
conditions.” 1t is entirely inappropriste and scientifically ludicrous W to allow
“release™ of highly radioactively contsminated materiala into daily consumer use
and commerce, or unregulated dispostl, or the recycling of such materials into
any form which cuses publie exposure with radioactively contaminated
matecisls.

T conclusion, it is with utmest disappointment to again observe with each and every pew
NRC Rulemaking, important components of the public’s existing “right to know” and the
public’s right of active involvement in plant processes, decisions and their methodology,
on all aspects of docommissioning activities routinely appcars to be firther diminished.
As proposed, the BIS (Supplement I) would eliminate all opportunities for public
fntervention, and public oversight and/or intervention entirely with use of a “generic™
EIS Tn such cases, the loss of public oversight and intervention on projects with &
scope a8 large as decommissioning at SONGS, such losses may be umparalleled, or fully
understood without a site specific issue analysis. The citizens fn local contmunities
surrounding nuciear plants such as SONGS deserve this entitlement, and demand
this entitiement.

The public has not oply the “right to know”, but NRC and the industry has the duty to
fully disclose all relatcd impacts, short and long term, on and offsite, direct and {ndirect,
28 well a3 cumulative effects resulting from decommissioning to citizens and members of
the public iving in local communities surrounding the nnclear plants.

We sro tired of being unknowingly treated as'en entity from whem the industry can
escapo the obligation of full disclosure, and “used™ as the entity upon whom the industry
dumps the real Jong term costs, and as the entity who absorbs the costs.

Patricia Borchrnann
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PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY / ATLANTA
P O. Box 95190, Atlanta, Georgia 30347 404-378-9078 PSRatlanta@aol.com

njo7lo!

NRC —
EMAIL: dgela@rnre.gov A ¢ /éz/
MAIL: Chlef, Rules and Directives Brancty DMsion of Administrative
Services/ Mallstop T 8 D 59 4/4
US Nuclear Regulatory Commissl
Washington, DG 20555-0001
Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:
cL-46/1 In keeping with appropriate medical and public policy principles, we urge total transparency. We
CL-46/2 urge that the Commission always lead it’s interactions with the public at large by being fully open

and informative about the potential dangers, the expense and the limited expenence we as a nation
have with the decommissioning of nuclear reactors United States citizens deserve nothing less

than total transparency.

We believe that the following statements are true and belong in the public dialogue, as the issucs
associated with decommissioning are presented to cihzens:

1. A satisfactory waste isolation site evades us. Yocca Mountsin s not a suitable geologic repository based on
oy ge can quired t

CL-46/3 science = the DOE [tself admits that the site is not geologicall! storay will be
protect the waste from exterior envl ] ination. Additionally, the GAO raises serious questions
about the selection process.

CL-46/4 2. A serlous accident or terrorist sct could be eatastrophic, Such an occurrence could result in Jarge numbers of

truman fatalities, imuries and illnesses and vast areas of land uninhabitable for years.

CL-46/5 3 Theenterprise of electricity generation usiog nuclear fission requires public subsidy. Without Price-
Anderson protection, nuclear power would be economically untenable.

CL-46/6 & Considertion of these factors must be fully and public: d before exposing our citizens to
dditional vs through devel of new nuclear generation facilities. The complete phase-out

of nuclear pov;cr should be considered based on objective analysis of heslth and economic efTects including

): of all possible acch and and compatison of all potentialgrergy sources
such as wind, solar, hydrogen fuel cell and Including conservation. i "3 —
‘o vl
(@] - ¢
< x.’ PR ; . i
Tom Ferguson, Physicians for Soclal Responsibility/Atlanta ey . -
PO Box 95190 D — .
Aflanta, GA 30347 507 T
404 378-9078 2

PSRatlanta @ mindspring.com

www.PSRatlanta org
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From: *Dave Ritter* <dritter@citizen.org>

Yoz <dgeis@nre gov>

Date: 1/30/02 4.22PM
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CL-4711

CL-47/2

CL-47/3

CL-47/4

CL-47/5

CL-47/6

CL-47/7

CL-47/8

CL-47/9

January 30, 2002

Chuef, Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Mailstop T6 D 59

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept the following comments in regard to Draft Supplement 1 to NUREG-0386,
"Draft Supplement Dealing With Decommussioning of Nuclear Power Reactors,” and
place them into the public record.

Public Citizen is very concerned about several aspects of this supplement to NUREG-
0586, specifically those that could pose risks to public health, the public’s right to
parucipate in decisions that affect them, and environmental quality. Additionally, Public
Cutizen is concerned that the provisions outlined 1n the Supplement might allow owners
and operators of nuclear power reactors to reduce or completely evade their civic,
environmental, economic and legal responsibilities.

Having stated that, we would like to make it abundantly clear that we see
decommissioning to be the most appropriate and responsible action to take with all
nuclear reactors. Nonetheless, any and all decommissioning activities should be
performed methodically and with great caution, ensuning that the public is appropriately
mvolved in the processes and thoroughly protected from dangers every step of the way.
Certainly, every reactor shut-down 1s another step away from further creation of
radioactive waste, the ever-present possibility of nuclear terror (be it a reactor accident or
terronst attack) and the continuing irradiation of our everyday lives. Every shut-down
reactor can take us a step closer to a sustanable energy future but, unfortunately, reactor
shut-down is not the threshold of safcty, where the public can be assured that no health or
environmental dangers will onginate from the site. There sull remains a mountain of
radioactive waste after shut-down, including the reactor itself and, typically, an incredibly
dangerous stockpile of irradiated reactor fucl.  'Whereas the reactor itself and the
cquipment and materials of the central faciliics are often trcated as the object of
decontamination, it must be noted that the previous operation of the plant has dispersed
radiation and contamination that did not regard the facility’s fenceline as a barner. Any
senous approach to decommussioning a site must take this 1nto account.

Decommissioning should not be a final opportunity for the nuclear mdustry to "take the
money and run” - be 1t to make a profit from inadequale cleanup and monitoring, or to
fumit losses from costs that had been underestimated for decommussioning throughout the
operating hifetime of the nuclear reactor. There should be no allowance for the sndustry to
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