Consent-Based Siting

From: Mary Olson [mailto:maryo@nirs.org]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:03 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basis in policy or the public interest, and
is simply a vehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when a repository is in operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel is to:

e To terminate the production of nuclear waste.

e To provide for secure interim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e To determine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility is in operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with a fence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site is temporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of a temporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have a long-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Yucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Yucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Yucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

The first step to getting nuclear waste policy on track is to remove Yucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step is to limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for a million years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Yucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on a legal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Mary Olson
PO BOX 7586
Asheville, NC 28802



Consent-Based Siting

From: Jeff Abare [mailto:jeffal169@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 11:41 AM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Jeff Abare
4916 Gastman Way
Fair Oaks, CA 95628



From: Marrisha Abbot [mailto:marrishaa@gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:42 AM

To: Consent Based Siting

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basis in policy or the public interest, and is
simply a vehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the need
to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the horse. DOE
has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste. The Nuclear
Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly state that the
federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power generation when a
repository is in operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage facilities,
nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel is to:

. To terminate the production of nuclear waste.
. To provide for secure interim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.
. To determine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its

long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out of fuel
pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better protecting the
waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would improve the safety and
security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility is in operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.



The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks currently
available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with a fence, a PARKING LOT DUMP. The only
substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the unprecedented amount of
nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites, both of which are security
risks. If the site is temporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at least twice, compounding
transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been no
technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the siting of a
temporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have a long-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting nuclear
waste policy in the United States is the selection of Yucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a nuclear waste
repository. Yucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process of elimination,
excluding all other sites before Yucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could isolate the radioactivity
in this waste.

The first step to getting nuclear waste policy on track is to remove Yucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste program.
The second step is to limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific research to identify
feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from the environment for a
million years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human generations. Only once
scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are developed—and the options
and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of nuclear waste facilities be possible,
much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there can be public confidence in nuclear
waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and suggesting
that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a program. Unless and
until Yucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, there will be no progress on a
legal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for prohibiting consolidated storage
independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that the Department of Energy failed in
its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of nuclear waste, and does nothing to
advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of radioactive materials.

Marrisha Abbot
1112 Pilger Rd
Boulder Creek, CA 95006



Consent-Based Siting

From: Linda Abbott [mailto:] inabbott@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:20 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organi zations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Linda Abbott

541 East 20th Street
apt 4b

New York, NY 10010



Consent-Based Siting

From: Judith Abel [ mallto:mohawkwoman?@ymail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 7:57 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Judith Abel
4183 Wellman Road
McLouth, KS 66054



Consent-Based Siting

From: Joan Abruzzo [mailto:joanbayside@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:58 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Joan Abruzzo

1815 215 ST.

APT. 4K

BAYSIDE, NY 11360



Consent-Based Siting

From: robert aceto [ mailto:robbyaceto@mac.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 3:54 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

robert aceto
336 forest home drive
ithaca, NY 14850



Consent-Based Siting

From: Frank Adamick [mailto:frankadamick@rcn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:01 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Frank Adamick

4824 43rd Street

Apt. 7G

Woodside, NY 11377



Consent-Based Siting

From: Elaine Adamo [mailto:ebuttas@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:32 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Elaine Adamo
119 Pinnacle Mountain Rd
Leicester, NC 28748



Consent-Based Siting

From: Christine Adams [mailto:adamsherbbarn@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 1:26 PM

To: Consent Based Siting

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

End nuclear power!!! We must stop ALL SUBSIDIES NOW!!!

Nuclear power is STILL FOSSIL FUEL! IT IS DANGEROUS!!!

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basis in policy or the public interest, and is
simply a vehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the need
to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the horse. DOE
has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste. The Nuclear
Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly state that the
federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power generation when a
repository is in operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage facilities,
nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel is to:

o To terminate the production of nuclear waste.
. To provide for secure interim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.
. To determine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its

long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out of fuel
pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better protecting the
waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would improve the safety and
security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility is in operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks currently
available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with a fence, a PARKING LOT DUMP. The only
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substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the unprecedented amount of
nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites, both of which are security
risks. If the site is temporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at least twice, compounding
transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been no
technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the siting of a
temporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have a long-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting nuclear
waste policy in the United States is the selection of Yucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a nuclear waste
repository. Yucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process of elimination,
excluding all other sites before Yucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could isolate the radioactivity
in this waste.

The first step to getting nuclear waste policy on track is to remove Yucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste program.
The second step is to limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific research to identify
feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from the environment for a
million years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human generations. Only once
scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are developed—and the options
and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of nuclear waste facilities be possible,
much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there can be public confidence in nuclear
waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and suggesting
that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a program. Unless and
until Yucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, there will be no progress on a
legal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for prohibiting consolidated storage
independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that the Department of Energy failed in
its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of nuclear waste, and does nothing to
advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of radioactive materials.

Christine Adams
2841 Pine Run Road
Mayport, PA 16240



Consent-Based Siting

From: A Adams [ mailto:mailndp-gop@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 6:49 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

A Adams
20415 Via Paviso
Cupertino, CA 95014



From: Christine Adams [mailto:adamsherbbarn@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 1:26 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

End nuclear power!!! We must stop ALL SUBSIDIES NOW!!!

Nuclear power isSTILL FOSSIL FUEL! IT ISDANGEROUS!!!

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be



transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Christine Adams
2841 Pine Run Road
Mayport, PA 16240



Consent-Based Siting

From: Ruth Adams [mailto:tsmass@aol.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 9:12 PM

To: Consent Based Siting

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Ruth Adams
22 Midgley Lane
Worcester, MA 01604



Consent-Based Siting

From: Barry Eshkol Adelman [mailta:snortar@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 7:01 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Barry Eshkol Adelman
7825 101st Ave
Vero Beach, FL 32967



Consent-Based Siting

From: Julie Adelson [mailta:jpadel son@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:33 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Julie Adelson
2810 6th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405



Consent-Based Siting

From: Kenneth Adler [ mailto:khadler@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 11:21 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Kenneth Adler

4913 Harroun Rd
4913 Harroun Rd
Sylvania, OH 43560



Consent-Based Siting

From: willy aenlle [mailto:willyaenlle@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 12:42 PM

To: Consent Based Siting

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

willy aenlle
573 alameda st
altadena, CA 91001



Consent-Based Siting

From: Lloyd Affholter [mailta:laffhol @hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 12:18 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Lloyd Affholter

41 McCoppin St

41 McCoppin St. 94103
San Francisco, CA 94103



Consent-Based Siting

From: Ruth Agius [mailto:latifa agius@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:12 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

PLEASE STOP PRODUCING NUCLEAR ANYTHING! WE HAVE NO WAY TO HONESLTY DEAL WIHT
THE WASTE AND IT LASTS FOR 200,000 YEARS!!!!

I livein New Mexico where WIPP is and leaks!

| live 45 minutes just over the hill from LANL<LOSALAMOSBOMB FACTORY! NO MORE NUKES EVWER
DISMANTLE THEM PLEASE !! We need peace on earth!

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

I do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovidefor secure interim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and eguitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poals to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the


mailto:consentbasedsiting@hq.doe.gov
mailto:pnnl.crd@pnnl.gov
mailto:latifa.agius@gmail.com

unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Ruth Agius
506 Onate Place
SantaFe, NM 87501



Consent-Based Siting

From: Kate Ague [mailta:kateague@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 11:52 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Kate Ague
491 Sherwood Way
Menlo Park, CA 94025



Consent-Based Siting

From: Margaret Aguilar [mailto:almanest@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:02 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process
for consolidated storage of commercia nuclear waste. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’s
Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly state that the federal government may take title to and
possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
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no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Margaret Aguilar

1846 W. Belle Plaine Ave.
1846 W. Belle Plaine Ave.
Chicago, IL 60613



Consent-Based Siting

From: Victor Ahern [mailto:zenbluesky @hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 6:36 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Victor Ahern

930 Quince Ave
930 Quince Ave
Boulder, CO 80304



Consent-Based Siting

From: Brian Aindey [mailto:Brian.Aindey@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:20 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Brian Ainsley

9201 Summit Centre Way
Apt 307

Altamonte Springs, FL 32714



Consent-Based Siting

From: Geraldine Aird [mailto:geri @aird.us]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 4:53 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovidefor secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Geraldine Aird
41 Ely Drive
Fayetteville, NY 13066



Consent-Based Siting

From: Peter Ajemian [mailta.]l PTTK @aol.com]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:09 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Peter Ajemian
221 Aldrich Rd.
Bridgewater, MA 02324



Consent-Based Siting

From: Dawn Albanese [ mailto:dawnie angel @hotmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 3:26 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Dawn Albanese
156 Basswood Dr.
Elk Grove Village, IL 60007



Consent-Based Siting

From: Mike Albar [ mailto:malbar2001 @hushmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 10:51 AM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Mike Albar
251 Gemini Drive
Hillsborough, NJ 08844



Consent-Based Siting

From: Gwendolyn Albert [ mailto:gwendolyn.albert@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:20 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Gwendolyn Albert
227 Elm, Imperial Beach, CA
Imperial Beach, CA 91932



Consent-Based Siting

From: Don Albrecht [mailto:dalbrecht@progresscil.org]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:05 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Don Albrecht
223 W. Grand Ave.
Northlake, IL 60164



Consent-Based Siting

From: lynn albrecht [ mailto:lynnalbrecht@frontiernet.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:03 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

lynn albrecht

24785 chatfield drive
24785 chatfield drive
belle plaine, MN 56011



Consent-Based Siting

From: Rory Alden [mailto:raw94704@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:18 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Rory Alden
2709 Dwight Way
Berkeley, CA 94704



Consent-Based Siting

From: Mick Alderman [mailto:veriscollatum@hatmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 1:49 AM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Mick Alderman
PO Box 1205
Astoria, OR 97103



Consent-Based Siting

From: Frances Alet [mailto:fmalet@shcglobal .net]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 1:30 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Frances Alet
5324 Parkmor Rd.
Calabasas, CA 91302



Consent-Based Siting

From: Robin Alexander [ mailto:robindalexa@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:30 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Robin Alexander
1926 Perrysville Ave.
Pittsburgh, PA 15214



Consent-Based Siting

From: Mait Alexander [ mailto:mha?233@me.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:15 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage


mailto:consentbasedsiting@hq.doe.gov
mailto:pnnl.crd@pnnl.gov
mailto:mba2233@me.com

facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Mait Alexander
4175 Shawnee St
Moorpark, CA 93021



Consent-Based Siting

From: Mait Alexander [mailto:mba2233@me.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:31 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basis in policy or the public interest, and is
simply a vehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the need
to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the horse. DOE
has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste. The Nuclear
Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly state that the
federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power generation when a
repository is in operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage facilities,
nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel is to:

. To terminate the production of nuclear waste.
. To provide for secure interim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.
. To determine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its

long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out of fuel
pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better protecting the
waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would improve the safety and
security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility is in operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.



The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks currently
available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with a fence, a PARKING LOT DUMP. The only
substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the unprecedented amount of
nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites, both of which are security
risks. If the site is temporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at least twice, compounding
transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been no
technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the siting of a
temporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have a long-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting nuclear
waste policy in the United States is the selection of Yucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a nuclear waste
repository. Yucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process of elimination,
excluding all other sites before Yucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could isolate the radioactivity
in this waste.

The first step to getting nuclear waste policy on track is to remove Yucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste program.
The second step is to limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific research to identify
feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from the environment for a
million years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human generations. Only once
scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are developed—and the options
and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of nuclear waste facilities be possible,
much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there can be public confidence in nuclear
waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and suggesting
that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a program. Unless and
until Yucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, there will be no progress on a
legal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for prohibiting consolidated storage
independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that the Department of Energy failed in
its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of nuclear waste, and does nothing to
advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of radioactive materials.

Mait Alexander
4175 Shawnee St
Moorpark, CA 93021



Consent-Based Siting

From: Charlotte Alexandre [ mailto:CharlotteRN @juno.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 7:47 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Charlotte Alexandre

10345 Adams PI

5732 E. 62nd Place, Tulsa, OK 74136
Thornton, CO 80229



Consent-Based Siting

From: Charlotte Alexandre [ mailto:CharlotteRN @juno.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 1:57 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Charlotte Alexandre

10345 Adams PI

5732 E. 62nd Place, Tulsa, OK 74136
Thornton, CO 80229



Consent-Based Siting

From: Paul Allard [mailto:paul_allard@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:33 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Paul Allard
Main Street
Lullington, ot DE12 8EG



Consent-Based Siting

From: dennis allen [mailto:dallen4191@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:17 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovidefor secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

dennisallen
1427 Tunnel Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93105



Consent-Based Siting

From: dennis allen [mailto:dallen4191@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 9:39 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovidefor secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

dennisallen
1427 Tunnel Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93105



Consent-Based Siting

From: M Allen [mailto:m.dehuszar@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:18 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

M Allen
1735 Chicago Avenue
Evanston, IL 60201



Consent-Based Siting

From: Tami Allen [mailto:tamilal020@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 8:02 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Tami Allen
3311 Holly Grove Street
Westlake Village, CA 91362



Consent-Based Siting

From: Millicent Allenby [mailto:mitallenby@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:44 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Millicent Allenby
4A Hillside Rd.
Greenbelt, MD 20770



Consent-Based Siting

From: Millicent Allenby [mailto:mitallenby@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:24 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Millicent Allenby
4A Hillside Rd.
Greenbelt, MD 20770



Consent-Based Siting

From: Jim Allyn [mailta:jimallyn@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 8:01 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Jm Allyn
4190 #2 Canyon Rd.
Wenatchee, WA 98801



Consent-Based Siting

From: Ms. Lucy M. Almasy [mailto:lemtiltw@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:42 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organi zations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Ms. Lucy M. Almasy
9652 E. Stella Rd.
Tucson, AZ 85730



Consent-Based Siting

From: Timothy Alstrum [mailto:pitatimo@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 6:45 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Timothy Alstrum
34 Jefferson Lane
34 Jefferson Lane
East Hartford, CT 06118



From: Anne Ambler [mailto:anambler@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:04 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

Please act in the best interests of the American people, present and future. We have no safe place to put existing
nuclear waste. We do NOT want it deposited in our communities and we do NOT want it transported across the
country, endangering everyone along the way. Clean energy does NOT include nuclear waste. Our task, as citizens
of this planet, isto move quickly to clean, renewable energy. The U.S. Department of Energy's obligation isto
foster development of clean energy.

On the contrary, the Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the
public interest, and is simply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste
industries before the need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the
nuclear cart before the horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of
commercial nuclear waste. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear
power generators explicitly state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from
commercial nuclear power generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.
Why? Wheat rational person, not in line to reap huge financial benefits, could possibly think thisis a good idea, given
the tremendous risk of widespread annihilation, and even when all works as intended, large quantities of radioactive
waste to dispose of ? Especially when clean energy sources are now at hand.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basisfor an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

*  Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

*  To providefor secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and eguitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.



Anne Ambler
12505 Kuhl Road
12505 Kuhl Road

Silver Spring, MD 20902



Consent-Based Siting

From: Alexandra Amonette [ mailto:abamonette@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:10 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Alexandra Amonette
1939 Marshall Ave.
Richland, WA 99354



From: Jerry Amos [mailto:jerrylamos@netscape net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:45 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage



facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Jerry Amos
65A Laurel Hill Rd
Hollis, NH 03049



Consent-Based Siting

From: Jerry Amos [mailto:jerrylamos@netscape.net]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 7:17 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Jerry Amos
65A Laurel Hill Rd
Hollis, NH 03049



Consent-Based Siting

From: Philip Amos [mailto:blueberry0149@hatmail.com]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 9:26 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Philip Amos
103 - 33710 Marshall Road
Abbotsford, BC 33322



Consent-Based Siting

From: Louise Amyot [mailto:lamyot@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 9:48 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organi zations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Louise Amyot
Madison Circle
Greenfield, MA 01301



Consent-Based Siting

From: Larry Anderberg [mailto:larrberg@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 6:48 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Larry Anderberg
43 Grimes Hill Rd.
Newfane, VT 05345



Consent-Based Siting

From: Karen Andersen [mailta:showya@mybluelight.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 1:10 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials. Thank you for listening.

Karen Andersen
55 Columbia Ave.
Paterson, NJ 07503



Consent-Based Siting

From: Glen Anderson [mailto:glenanderson@integra.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 6:40 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: | STRONGLY OPPOSE DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.
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Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Glen Anderson
5015 15th Ave SE
Lacey, WA 98503



Consent-Based Siting

From: Carl Anderson [mailto:carl907anderson@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 3:45 AM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Carl Anderson
907 Bullock Ave.
Y eadon, PA 19050



Consent-Based Siting

From: Philip Anderson [mailto:anderp14@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 8:54 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Philip Anderson
12969 E. County Rd FF
Maple, WI 54854



Consent-Based Siting

From: David Anderson [mailto:dandersop51@shcglobal .net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 9:53 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

David Anderson
2735 Benvenue Avenue
Berkeley, CA 94705



Consent-Based Siting

From: David Anderson [mailto:dandersop51@shcglobal .net]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 2:05 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

David Anderson
2735 Benvenue Avenue
Berkeley, CA 94705



Consent-Based Siting

From: David Anderson [mailto:dandersop51@shcglobal .net]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 1:54 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

David Anderson
2735 Benvenue Avenue
Berkeley, CA 94705



Consent-Based Siting

From: Karen Anderson [ mailto:keanderson17@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:57 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Karen Anderson
17760 Bayberry Dr
Aberdeen, M| 49456



Consent-Based Siting

From: Nancy Anderson [mailto:canders8@san.rr.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 11:07 AM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Nancy Anderson
16226 Avenida Suavidad
San Diego, CA 92128



Consent-Based Siting

From: seth anderson [mailta:rightwith@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:10 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

seth anderson
2655 nyhus st
westport, WA 98595



Consent-Based Siting

From: Saliane Anderssen [mailto:zigdan@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:55 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovidefor secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage


mailto:consentbasedsiting@hq.doe.gov
mailto:pnnl.crd@pnnl.gov
mailto:zigdan@hotmail.com

facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Saliane Anderssen
7140 N. Guthrie Rd
7140 N. Guthrie Rd
Tucson, AZ 85743



Consent-Based Siting

From: Joan Andersson [mailto:joan@zimark.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:26 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Joan Andersson
1521 N Topanga Cyn
Topanga, CA 90290



Consent-Based Siting

From: Linda Andersson [ mailto:llandersson4@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 12:39 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

Nuclear energy was truly the end of humankind and al life on this planet --if used in the wrong way, aswell as
needing to dispose of the waste. What have our profiteers done to us and our planet?

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.
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Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Linda Andersson
2424 79th Ave NE
Medina, WA 98039



Consent-Based Siting

From: Paul Andrade [mailto:greenfire999@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:12 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Paul Andrade
119 Coral St
Santa Cruz, CA 95060



Consent-Based Siting

From: Paul Andrade [mailto:greenfire999@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:38 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Paul Andrade
119 Coral St
Santa Cruz, CA 95060



Consent-Based Siting

From: Susan Andrews [mailto:slandrew?@aol.com]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 1:00 PM

To: Consent Based Siting

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Susan Andrews

260 Riverside Drive #1G
NYC, NY

New York, NY 10025



Consent-Based Siting

From: Sara Andrews [mailto:sandrews@sover.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 8:44 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Sara Andrews
631 Stearns Hill Road
Brattleboro, VT 05301



Consent-Based Siting

From: gregory andronaco [mailto:gregory.andronaco@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 3:03 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

gregory andronaco
717 west clay st
1350 Bon Ave
ukiah, CA 95482



Consent-Based Siting

From: j angell [mailta:jangell@earthlink.net]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:33 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

j angell
ponderosard
rescue, CA 95672



Consent-Based Siting

From: Doni Angell [mailto:donitim@wildblue.net]

Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 10:16 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Doni Angell
596 Allen Road
Canon City, CO 81212



Consent-Based Siting

From: Joan Angel osanto [mailto:joana0319@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:35 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Joan Angelosanto
202 Franklin Street
Stoneham, MA 02180



Consent-Based Siting

From: Joshua Angelus [ mailto:joshuaangel us@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:13 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Joshua Angelus
67 Hillside Avenue
Waterbury, CT 06710



Consent-Based Siting

From: Joshua Angelus [ mailto:joshuaangel us@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 1:41 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Joshua Angelus
67 Hillside Avenue
Waterbury, CT 06710



Consent-Based Siting

From: Billy Angus [ mailto:wizardofhamilton@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 8:09 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organi zations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Billy Angus
604 North 2nd St.
Hamilton, MT 59840



Consent-Based Siting

From: Peter Angus [mailto:nangus1207@hotmail .com]
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 8:47 AM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Peter Angus
Whippoorwill Blvd
Whippoorwill

Punta Gorda, FL 33950



Consent-Based Siting

From: Peter Angus [mailto:nangus1207@hatmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:39 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Peter Angus
Whippoorwill Blvd
Whippoorwill

Punta Gorda, FL 33950



Consent-Based Siting

From: Tina Ann [mailto:8tinaann@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 10:13 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

TinaAnn
p.o. box 265
Bolinas, CA 94924



Consent-Based Siting

From: Tina Ann [mailto:8tinaann@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 2:31 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

TinaAnn
p.o. box 265
Bolinas, CA 94924



Consent-Based Siting

From: Patrick Annabel [mailto:parzival 1@inbox.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 10:43 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Patrick Annabel

1329 University St.
1329 University St
WallaWalla, WA 99362



Consent-Based Siting

From: Lynn R. Anner-Bolieu [mailto:lannerbolieu@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 31, 2016 5:32 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Lynn R. Anner-Bolieu
P.O. Box 3642
Gallup, NM 87305



Consent-Based Siting

From: smirsky7@gmail.com [mailto:smirsky7@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 6:56 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovidefor secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

MA 02461



Consent-Based Siting

From: Chip ww2buff39 _45@msn.com [mailto:ww2buff39_45@msn.com]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 12:49 PM

To: Consent Based Siting

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basis in policy or the public interest, and is
simply a vehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the need
to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the horse. DOE
has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste. The Nuclear
Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly state that the
federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power generation when a
repository is in operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage facilities,
nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel is to:

o To terminate the production of nuclear waste.
. To provide for secure interim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.
. To determine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its

long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out of fuel
pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better protecting the
waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would improve the safety and
security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility is in operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.



The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks currently
available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with a fence, a PARKING LOT DUMP. The only
substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the unprecedented amount of
nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites, both of which are security
risks. If the site is temporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at least twice, compounding
transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been no
technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the siting of a
temporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have a long-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting nuclear
waste policy in the United States is the selection of Yucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a nuclear waste
repository. Yucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process of elimination,
excluding all other sites before Yucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could isolate the radioactivity
in this waste.

The first step to getting nuclear waste policy on track is to remove Yucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste program.
The second step is to limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific research to identify
feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from the environment for a
million years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human generations. Only once
scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are developed—and the options
and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of nuclear waste facilities be possible,
much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there can be public confidence in nuclear
waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and suggesting
that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a program. Unless and
until Yucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, there will be no progress on a
legal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for prohibiting consolidated storage
independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that the Department of Energy failed in
its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of nuclear waste, and does nothing to
advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of radioactive materials.

Chip ww2buff39_45@msn.com
3117 Orson F Dr
Layton, UT 84040



Consent-Based Siting

From: lesliel43@gmail.ecom [mailto:lediel43@gmail.ecom]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 1:09 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

IL 60450



Consent-Based Siting

From: jzika.hoagland@gmail.com [mailto:jzika hoagland@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 8:32 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

TN 37205



Consent-Based Siting

From: Raul Anorve [mailto:ranorve0810@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 5:37 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Raul Anorve
4401 Berkshire Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90032



Consent-Based Siting

From: Rose Ansbro [mailto:ransbrol7@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:34 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Rose Ansbro
2060 Larue Street
Philadelphia, PA 19124



Consent-Based Siting

From: Hal Anthony [mailto:threepines@jeffnet.org]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 12:26 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Hal Anthony
3995 Russdll Rd.
Grants Pass, OR 97526



Consent-Based Siting

From: Hal Anthony [mailto:threepines@jeffnet.org]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:51 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage


mailto:consentbasedsiting@hq.doe.gov
mailto:pnnl.crd@pnnl.gov
mailto:threepines@jeffnet.org

facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Hal Anthony
3995 Russdll Rd.
Grants Pass, OR 97526



Consent-Based Siting

From: pratap Antony [mailto:pratapantony @gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 12:46 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

pratap Antony

West Marredpally

7/5 Rukmini Devi Colony, West Marredpally
Secunderabad A.P., ot 500026



Consent-Based Siting

From: Barbara Antonopl os [mailta:superwoman50@hbellsouth.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:18 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Barbara Antonoplos

369 Bass St., S.E.

369 Bass St., SE., Atlanta, GA 30315
Atlanta, GA 30315



Consent-Based Siting

From: enri mac aodha [ mailto:enrijun123@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 3:22 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

enri mac aodha
inch road
burnfoot, ot lifford



From: Stephen Appell [mailto:BigRed1965@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:31 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basis in policy or the public interest, and is
simply a vehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the need
to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the horse. DOE
has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste. The Nuclear
Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly state that the
federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power generation when a
repository is in operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage facilities,
nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel is to:

. To terminate the production of nuclear waste.
. To provide for secure interim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.
o To determine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its

long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out of fuel
pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better protecting the
waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would improve the safety and
security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility is in operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks currently
available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with a fence, a PARKING LOT DUMP. The only



substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the unprecedented amount of
nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites, both of which are security
risks. If the site is temporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at least twice, compounding
transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been no
technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the siting of a
temporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have a long-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting nuclear
waste policy in the United States is the selection of Yucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a nuclear waste
repository. Yucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process of elimination,
excluding all other sites before Yucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could isolate the radioactivity
in this waste.

The first step to getting nuclear waste policy on track is to remove Yucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste program.
The second step is to limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific research to identify
feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from the environment for a
million years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human generations. Only once
scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are developed—and the options
and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of nuclear waste facilities be possible,
much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there can be public confidence in nuclear
waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and suggesting
that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a program. Unless and
until Yucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, there will be no progress on a
legal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for prohibiting consolidated storage
independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that the Department of Energy failed in
its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of nuclear waste, and does nothing to
advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of radioactive materials.

Stephen Appell
15 Wellington Court
Brooklyn, NY 11230



Consent-Based Siting

From: Doris Applebaum [mailto:ibis4247@shcglobal .net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 9:40 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Doris Applebaum
13680 Winchester
Oak Park, M| 48237



Consent-Based Siting

From: Lisa Appleton [mailto:lisabeth46@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 1:25 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Lisa Appleton

204-A Deer Haven Rd NE
204A Deer Haven Rd NE
Pilot, VA 24138



Consent-Based Siting

From: Susaan Aram [mailto:mermaidlaguna@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 6:12 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage


mailto:consentbasedsiting@hq.doe.gov
mailto:pnnl.crd@pnnl.gov
mailto:mermaidlaguna@aol.com

facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Susaan Aram
1361 Terrace Way
Laguna Beach, CA 92651



Consent-Based Siting

From: Susaan Aram [mailto:mermaidlaguna@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 5:20 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Susaan Aram
1361 Terrace Way
Laguna Beach, CA 92651



Consent-Based Siting

From: Robert Arango [mailta:bobarango@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:28 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovidefor secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Robert Arango
275 Santa Rosa ave.
Sausalito, CA 94965



Consent-Based Siting

From: Phyllis Arist [mailto:lesmatsdujour@shcglobal .net]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:08 AM

To: Consent Based Siting

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Phyllis Arist
945 Ridge
Evanston, IL 60202



Consent-Based Siting

From: Andrea Armin [mailto:andrea gale. ag@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 11:52 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Andrea Armin
2364 Graham Rd.
2364 Graham Rd.
Bayside, CA 95524



Consent-Based Siting

From: Rose Armin-Hoiland [ mailto:rose.arminhaoiland@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 2:38 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Rose Armin-Hoiland
Graham

2364 Graham Rd.
Bayside, CA 95524



Consent-Based Siting

From: Chris Armitage [mailto:1582881@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 6:47 AM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organi zations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Chris Armitage
7400 s state st
midvale, UT 84047



Consent-Based Siting

From: Jon Armstrong [mailto:jf armstrong@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 5:43 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicleto put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Jon Armstrong
60346 Onaga Trail
Joshua Tree, CA 92252



Consent-Based Siting

From: Charles Arnold [mailto:qdv2000@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 10:15 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Charles Arnold
PO Box 1672
Manchester, NH 03105



Consent-Based Siting

From: Charles Arnold [mailto:qdv2000@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 5:28 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Charles Arnold
PO Box 1672
Manchester, NH 03105



Consent-Based Siting

From: Gab865riela Arnon [ mailto:g.arnon@wanadoa.fr]
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 3:30 AM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Gab865riela Arnon
865 West End Ave.

20 Hameau du Danube
NY, NY 10025



Consent-Based Siting

From: Madeline Aron [mailto:madelinearon@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 4:10 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Madeline Aron

1006 Richmond NE
1006 Richmond NE
Albuquerque, NM 87106



Consent-Based Siting

From: Madeline Aron [mailto:madelinearon@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 4:10 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Madeline Aron

1006 Richmond NE
1006 Richmond NE
Albuquerque, NM 87106



From: peter aronson [mailto:aronson@humboldtl.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 8:22 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment.

Y ou, DOE and NRC have had 70 yearsto deal with HLNW - TO NO AVAIL!

There's still NOPLACE TO PUT IT, so STOP MAKING IT!!!

Factoring in the unending costs of storage tells us nuclear energy is, and has been, COST PROHIBITIVE (forget
about health and environmental risks).

Man-made accidents WILL occur (again).

Do your job!

peter aronson

4220 browns road
4220 browns road
eureka, CA 95503



Consent-Based Siting

From: Oneida Arosarena [mailto:oneida@temple.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 6:22 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage


mailto:consentbasedsiting@hq.doe.gov
mailto:pnnl.crd@pnnl.gov
mailto:oneida@temple.edu

facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Oneida Arosarena
635 DuPont St
Philadelphia, PA 19128



Consent-Based Siting

From: Oneida Arosarena [mailto:oneida@temple.edu]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:52 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Oneida Arosarena
635 DuPont St
Philadelphia, PA 19128



Consent-Based Siting

From: Thomas Artin [mailto:tom@artinarts.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:12 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Thomas Artin
240 King's Highway
Sparkill, NY 10976



Consent-Based Siting

From: vinu arumugham [ mailto:vinucube@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 8:14 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

vinu arumugham
4859 rahway dr
San Jose, CA 95111



Consent-Based Siting

From: Akira Asada [mailto:asada-a@popaoro.ne.jp]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 4:57 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage


mailto:consentbasedsiting@hq.doe.gov
mailto:pnnl.crd@pnnl.gov
mailto:asada-a@poporo.ne.jp

facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Akira Asada
3-6-21 NOgami
Takarazuka, ot 00000



Consent-Based Siting

From: Judy Asbury [mailto:judyashury@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 12:08 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Judy Asbury
PO Box 170
Jemez Pueblo, NM 87024
Jemez Pueblo, NM 87024



Consent-Based Siting

From: Karin Ascot [ mailta:K arin.ascot@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 11:44 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Karin Ascot
405 Academy Drive
Austin, TX 78704



Consent-Based Siting

From: Karin Ascot [ mailta:K arin.ascot@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 12:40 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’ s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Karin Ascot
405 Academy Drive
Austin, TX 78704



Consent-Based Siting

From: Moira Ashleigh [ mailto:moira@sol sticesun.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 6:46 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organi zations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Moira Ashleigh
9 Buck St
Woburn, MA, MA 01801



Consent-Based Siting

From: Moira Ashleigh [ mailto:moira@sol sticesun.com]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 1:28 PM

To: Consent Based Siting

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organi zations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Moira Ashleigh
9 Buck St
Woburn, MA, MA 01801



Consent-Based Siting

From: Margalo Ashley-Farrand [mailto:margal o@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 9:47 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage


mailto:consentbasedsiting@hq.doe.gov
mailto:pnnl.crd@pnnl.gov
mailto:margalo@earthlink.net

facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Margalo Ashley-Farrand
3300 NW 185th Ave, 92
Portland, OR 87105



Consent-Based Siting

From: Frank Asturino [mailto:tt.id70@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:31 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basis in policy or the public interest, and is
simply a vehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the need
to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the horse. DOE
has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste. The Nuclear
Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly state that the
federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power generation when a
repository is in operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage facilities,
nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel is to:

. To terminate the production of nuclear waste.
. To provide for secure interim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.
. To determine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its

long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out of fuel
pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better protecting the
waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would improve the safety and
security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility is in operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.



The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks currently
available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with a fence, a PARKING LOT DUMP. The only
substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the unprecedented amount of
nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites, both of which are security
risks. If the site is temporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at least twice, compounding
transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been no
technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the siting of a
temporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have a long-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting nuclear
waste policy in the United States is the selection of Yucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a nuclear waste
repository. Yucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process of elimination,
excluding all other sites before Yucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could isolate the radioactivity
in this waste.

The first step to getting nuclear waste policy on track is to remove Yucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste program.
The second step is to limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific research to identify
feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from the environment for a
million years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human generations. Only once
scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are developed—and the options
and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of nuclear waste facilities be possible,
much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there can be public confidence in nuclear
waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and suggesting
that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a program. Unless and
until Yucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, there will be no progress on a
legal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for prohibiting consolidated storage
independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that the Department of Energy failed in
its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of nuclear waste, and does nothing to
advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of radioactive materials.

Frank Asturino
5679 Steubenville Pike
Mc Kees Rocks, PA 15136



Consent-Based Siting

From: Lynne Atherton-Dat [mailto:lynneadat@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 7:14 AM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

We, the people, need to be able to trust our government agencies to act responsibly on our behalf. The Department
of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and issimply a
vehicleto put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the need to
protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the horse.
DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste. The
Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly state
that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power generation
when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
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transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Lynne Atherton-Dat
5300 Columbia Pike #804
Arlington, VA 22204



Consent-Based Siting

From: ed atkins [mailto:hearthdance@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 8:09 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

ed atkins
araki rd
boulder creek, CA 95006



Consent-Based Siting

From: ed atkins [mailto:hearthdance@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 10:45 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

ed atkins
araki rd
boulder creek, CA 95006



Consent-Based Siting

From: Ellen Atkinson [mailto:Jeanne184490@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 11:58 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Ellen Atkinson
2115 Gridley Ave
Reno, NV 89503



Consent-Based Siting

From: John Atkinson [mailto:johndeel6@juno.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:44 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basis in policy or the public interest, and is
simply a vehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the need
to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the horse. DOE
has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste. The Nuclear
Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE’s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly state that the
federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power generation when a
repository is in operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage facilities,
nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel is to:

o To terminate the production of nuclear waste.
. To provide for secure interim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.
. To determine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its

long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out of fuel
pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better protecting the
waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would improve the safety and
security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility is in operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.



The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks currently
available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with a fence, a PARKING LOT DUMP. The only
substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the unprecedented amount of
nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites, both of which are security
risks. If the site is temporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at least twice, compounding
transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been no
technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the siting of a
temporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have a long-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting nuclear
waste policy in the United States is the selection of Yucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a nuclear waste
repository. Yucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process of elimination,
excluding all other sites before Yucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could isolate the radioactivity
in this waste.

The first step to getting nuclear waste policy on track is to remove Yucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste program.
The second step is to limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific research to identify
feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from the environment for a
million years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human generations. Only once
scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are developed—and the options
and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of nuclear waste facilities be possible,
much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there can be public confidence in nuclear
waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and suggesting
that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a program. Unless and
until Yucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, there will be no progress on a
legal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for prohibiting consolidated storage
independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that the Department of Energy failed in
its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of nuclear waste, and does nothing to
advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of radioactive materials.

The Department of Energy is not enforcing the cleaning up of the present holding places, allowing the contractors to
drag their fee. Until they get their act together we don't need more trouble.

Think you John P. Atkinson
John Atkinson

12728 Greenwood Ave N
Seattle, WA 98133



Consent-Based Siting

From: Bob Atwood [ mailto:bobatwood60@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:18 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Bob Atwood
248 Boulder Cr Dr Dr #8
Redding, CA 96003



Consent-Based Siting

From: David Audette [mailto:daudette66@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 7:43 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

David Audette
33100 Freds Row Lane
Saint Helens, OR 97051



Consent-Based Siting

From: Tupefaavae Auelua [mailto:tupeauel ua@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:37 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Tupefaavae Audlua
12549 Heron Street
92392, CA 92392



Consent-Based Siting

From: Marilyn Auer [mailta:bloomsb@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 4:20 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Marilyn Auer
1245 Elizabeth St
Denver, CO 80206



Consent-Based Siting

From: Cassandra Auerbach [ mailto:cassandral444@verizon.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 1:31 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Cassandra Auerbach
1444 Fordham Ave.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360



Consent-Based Siting

From: Irene Auerbach [mailto:roncle@pipeline.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 8:35 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Irene Auerbach
2123 E*th Street
2123 E8th Street
Brppl;yn, NY 11223



Consent-Based Siting

From: Joseph Auslander [ mailto:jna@math.umd.edu]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:27 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Joseph Auslander
1634 R St.NW
Washington, D.C.,20009, DC 20009



Consent-Based Siting

From: Lynda Austin [mailta:lyndaaustin7@aol.com]

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 3:39 PM

To: Consent Based Siting

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Lynda Austin
4005 adelheid way
sacramento, CA 95821



Consent-Based Siting

From: Renee Austin [mailto:neoludite0711@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 8:01 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Renee Austin

P. O. Box #142

P. O. Box #142
Birchrunville, PA 19421



Consent-Based Siting

From: Renee Austin [mailto:neoludite0711@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 8:34 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Renee Austin

P. O. Box #142

P. O. Box #142
Birchrunville, PA 19421



Consent-Based Siting

From: Czerny Auyang [mailto:czerny777@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 8:02 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Czerny Auyang
8th Ave
Brooklyn, NY, NY 11215



Consent-Based Siting

From: A.J. Averett [mailta:AJAverett@outlook.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 1:26 AM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz:

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basis in health physics, much less the
public interest; it is simply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste
industries before the need to protect public health and safety and the environment.

In short, the DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the horse -- and they have no authority to pursue such asiting
process for consolidated storage of commercia nuclear waste.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to, and possession of, the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

The DOE have clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant
future.

Please be advised that | neither consent to this process, nor the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of
consolidated storage facilities, or the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS).

HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out of fuel pools to robust, hardened dry-cask storage,
reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial
accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would improve the safety and security of this waste for interim
storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
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both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
facilties. Conversealy, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’ s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA.

Consolidated storage only further increases the risks of nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible
solutions to the long-term management and isolation of radioactive materials.

A.J. Averett
4585 68th ST
LaMesa, CA 91942



Consent-Based Siting

From: Jayn Avery [mailto:jkontiki @gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 4:42 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organi zations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.
| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversely, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have
been no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support
the siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if
not fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United States is the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding al other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful rolein the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y uccaMountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Jayn Avery
180 Zephyr Circle

Floyd, VA 24091



Consent-Based Siting

From: Marilyn Joy Avery [mallto:Joyavery66@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 2:50 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>

Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Marilyn Joy Avery
1504 East 37th Street
Tulsa, OK 74105



Consent-Based Siting

From: Jayn Avery [mailto:jkontiki @gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 5:44 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organi zations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Jayn Avery
180 Zephyr Circle
Floyd, VA 24091



Consent-Based Siting

From: charles ayers [mailta:jeremyayres@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 11:54 AM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

charles ayers
450 Harris St
athens, GA 30601



Consent-Based Siting

From: Peter Ayres [mailto:peter yrs@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 9:40 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Peter Ayres
25W640 Indian Hill Woods rd
Naperville, IL 60563



Consent-Based Siting

From: janet azarovitz [mailto:jazarovitz@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 8:33 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e  Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

janet azarovitz
20 shapquit bars circle
West Falmouth, MA 02574



Consent-Based Siting

From: dennis b [mailto:dennishgood@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 7:46 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hqg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercial nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage


mailto:consentbasedsiting@hq.doe.gov
mailto:pnnl.crd@pnnl.gov
mailto:dennisbgood@comcast.net

facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

dennisb
Street
city, CA 94087



Consent-Based Siting

From: Jill B. [mailta:jillkb@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 8:24 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE's Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

The top goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

*  Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Jill B.
828 Bay St.
San Francisco, CA 94109



Consent-Based Siting

From: Katherine Babiak [mailto:kmbnyc@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 8:05 PM

To: Consent Based Siting <consentbasedsiting@hg.doe.gov>
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment for amillion years, so that storage at reactor sites will actually be “interim” on the scale of human
generations. Only once scientifically viable and environmentally responsible nuclear waste storage methods are
developed—and the options and risks for nuclear waste storage are known--can public consent to the siting of
nuclear waste facilities be possible, much less play a meaningful role in the process. To pursue consent before there
can be public confidence in nuclear waste management first is deceptive and irresponsible.

The Department of Energy has gone rogue in pursuing consent-based siting for consolidated storage first and
suggesting that the public’s input has any value when the agency has no statutory authority to pursue such a
program. Unless and until Y ucca Mountain is removed from consideration under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
there will be no progress on alegal site. The current DOE administration must stop scapegoating the NWPA for
prohibiting consolidated storage independent of an operating repository, instead of offering candor in admitting that
the Department of Energy failed in its effort to implement NWPA. Consolidated storage only increases the risks of
nuclear waste, and does nothing to advance credible solutions to the long-term management and isolation of
radioactive materials.

Katherine Babiak
99 Bank St
New York, NY 10014



Consent-Based Siting

From: Katherine Babiak [mailto:kmbnyc@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 12:22 PM

To: Consent Based Siting
Subject: Comment Opposing DOE's Consent-Based Siting Process for Nuclear Waste

Dear Secretary Moniz,

The Department of Energy’s (DOE) consent-based siting initiative has no basisin policy or the public interest, and
issimply avehicle to put the short-term interests of the nuclear power and radioactive waste industries before the
need to protect public health and safety and the environment. In short, DOE is putting the nuclear cart before the
horse. DOE has no authority to pursue such a siting process for consolidated storage of commercial nuclear waste.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the DOE' s Standard Contract with nuclear power generators explicitly
state that the federal government may take title to and possession of the waste from commercia nuclear power
generation when arepository isin operation.

DOE has clearly stated it intends to support the continued production of more nuclear waste into the distant future.

| do not consent to this process, the continued generation of nuclear waste, the siting of consolidated storage
facilities, nor the mass transportation of nuclear waste to them.

Thetop goal for managing nuclear waste must be to STOP MAKING IT and to isolate the waste we have from the
environment. The only rational basis for an “integrated management plan” for highly radioactive spent (irradiated)
nuclear fuel isto:

e Toterminate the production of nuclear waste.

e Toprovide for secureinterim storage at, or as close as possible to, the site of generation.

e Todetermine scientifically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially just and equitable methods for its
long-term management and isolation from the biosphere.

More than 100 organizations have endorsed improving the storage and security of nuclear waste at reactor sites
through Hardened On-Reactor-Site Storage (HOSS). HOSS would first move waste (when sufficiently cooled) out
of fuel poolsto robust, hardened dry-cask storage, reducing the hazard of catastrophic fuel pool fires and better
protecting the waste from natural disasters, industrial accidents, and military or terrorist attacks. HOSS would
improve the safety and security of this waste for interim storage at, or as near as possible to, the reactor sites where
it is generated.

| oppose the consolidation and transportation of waste to new sites unless and until a viable long-term management
facility isin operation, per the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The consolidated storage facilities under consideration would use precisely the same technology and dry-casks
currently available for storage at reactor sites, with containers on a concrete slab with afence, a PARKING LOT
DUMP. The only substantive changes would be the added hazards and insecurity of transportation, and the
unprecedented amount of nuclear waste to be stored in this configuration at one or more centralized additional sites,
both of which are security risks. If the site istemporary as intended, then, by definition, each container will move at
least twice, compounding transportation hazards.

Depending on how long the waste remains in an interim consolidated storage system, waste may need to be
transported multiple times, as community consent periods expire and require siting of new consolidated storage
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facilties. Conversaly, if the site devolves to a de facto long-term or even permanent waste site there would have been
no technical qualification or scientific basis for choosing the site; the willingness of a community to support the
siting of atemporary storage facility would be violated; and the consent-based process would be meaningless, if not
fraudulent.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act was right, requiring DOE to have along-term management facility licensed and in
operation before the agency can take title to and transport civilian nuclear waste. The central problem afflicting
nuclear waste policy in the United Statesis the selection of Y ucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered for a
nuclear waste repository. Y ucca Mountain was chosen by Congress through an unscientific and politicized process
of elimination, excluding all other sites before Y ucca Mountain was studied to determine whether the site could
isolate the radioactivity in this waste.

Thefirst step to getting nuclear waste policy on track isto remove Y ucca Mountain from the US nuclear waste
program. The second step isto limit the waste being made and third to make energetic progress on scientific
research to identify feasible technologies and locations for isolating the radioactive materials in nuclear waste from
the environment fo