STATE OF FLORIDA ...l PULLIC DOCUMENT ROOM
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
2600 BLAIR STONE ROAD
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Mr. Russell E. L. StanfoerWD ““~..‘.;,;22@3FR4630\
Fuel Process Systems Branch Rl
Division of Engineering Standards
Qffice of Standards Development
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Stanford:

Re: Proposed spent fuel .“-orage regulaticn,
10 CFR Part 72

It would appear that the I°: .weility and its large
associated costs of constructic -~ sation, decommissioning,
nd concomitant transportation, ., .ic health, and environ=-

mental costs cannot be adequately justified at this time.

The ISFSI proposal constitutes at best a very short term
strategy which in the longer run would create more protlems
for the nuclear industry than it would solve. Creation of

the facility would add both to the likelihood of environmental
hazards and the proliferating inventory of nuclear wastas. As
it is, spent fuel is distributed over a relatively large num-
ber of sites which minimizes the danger of catastrophic ac-
cidents.

If nuclear wastes are as dangerous as the following im-
ies, "The large inventory of radionuclides in an ISFSI
presents a potential hazard to public health and safety”,
en perhaps the nuclear industry should consider stopping
e generation of wastes altogether pending final development

a viable mode of permanent waste disposal. Another "tem-
rary storage" facility would only further remcve the re-
sponsibility for wastes being generated from those e.tities
generating them. "Storage for an idefinite (sic) period of
time, and its ultimate disposition unknown" represents yet
another step in divorcing waste generation from the conse=-
quences of same. "To accomodate some light water. . . plant
fuel which has at least one year's decay" is patently trans-
parent. The clause, the "Commission consents. . . to the
creation of any. . . pledge or. . . lien upon. . . nuclear
material. . . not owned by the US. . ." would provide industry
with a means of circumventing President Carter's nuclear non-
proliferation policy which prevents the sale or lease of fuel,
technology, and hardware abrcad to non-nuclear nations. By
reason of this clause, nuclear wastes could be received at
the propesed U.S.-ISFSI from proliferating sources worldwide,
in anticipation of the resumption of spent fuel reprocessing
and creation of mixed oxide fuels for resale or lease agailn
abroad. That wastes are a valuable commodity is demeonstrated
by the consistent placement cf "commen defense and security”

A B ¢
D

3 O 3 J

{

O O ¢

.
-\ -\

A\ R R

8122603/3 e



before "human'health and safety" throughout the text. The
ISFSI obviously would be a valuable concession, to be built
at public expense and operated privately for the benefit of
the operators and those utility corporations using the faci-
lity == another example of the seemingly endless line of sub-
sidies required to keep the nuclear fission industry "viable!
(The cost of storing spent fuel temporarily would exceed
$500.00/1b. more than 10 times the cost of new enriched fuel.)

The ISFSI, furthermore, would add to the national burden
of inflation, and to the increasing uncertainty regarding the
future role of the U.S. dollar abroad, both in foreign trade
and as an international reserve currency. It would also render
the belt-tightening implied in President Carter's anti-inflation
program less palatable for those who would not be in a position
to "pass on" the increased costs of operation or of living.

Inherent in the ISFSI concept is the potential for grave
enviroamental and public health hazards, including the possi-
bility of criticality. Frequent references to "emergencies",
"accidents", "malfunctions", "margin of safety as defined",
and "retrofitting" inspire little confidence in systems-analy-
sis design capability, especially in the light of past and cur-
rent efforts at "temporary" waste storage. Nor do the following

apologies inspire much confidence: "taking into account (the)
state of technology. . . economics, severity of events selected
(and) postulated events", "costs", "wherever practical", "costs"

during normal operation”, "expected operational occurances,"
"cost3", "calculated exposurs", "maximum degree reasonable,"
"costs", and "within the limits of ZPA regulation". We have
been asked to accept as articles of faith that, "the cooling
systom need not be designec to withstand the extremes of natural
phenomena. Likewise, the emergency water supply system need

not be permanently installed", that "A peak horizontal ground
acceleration of not greater than 0.25g. . . shall be deemed
suitable", and that, "no detailed site-specific. . . analysis

is required unless some wnusual geologic characteristic is
identified". In truth, the added "costs" to the public and
the environment from "controlled" liguid and gaseous releases,
accidental releases of every kind, millions ¢f ton-miles of
transportation, sabotage and theft, and the defacto creation
of additional wastes from the operation and decommissioning
of the ISFSI, would clearly stand in opposition not only to
the public's best interest, but in the longer term,to the in-
terests of the industry as well.
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Therefore, because the ISPSI concept cannot under any
reasonabtle standards of conscience or econcmics be credidbly
justified, rule 10 CFR Part 72 would appear to be entirely

superflucus -- a product of the agencies of haste and ad hoc

reasoning that have brought upon this planet the current crisis



in nuclear wates. 10 CFR Part 72 is a bad regulation.

should be withdrawn entirely and scrapped.

Sincerely, "
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¢c: Senator Gary Hart
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