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SUMMARY

On November 29, 1989, the Secretary of Energy published his "Report to Congress on 
the Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program” (Report) 
and sent copies to numerous interested parties for their review and comment. Twenty- 
five letters commenting on the Report were received. The DOE is issuing this 
comment-response document now to provide a further information base for discussions 
at the upcoming workshops to develop additional strategic principles for the program. 
The comment-response document provides a synopsis of the comments and the DOE’s 
current responses to those comments. The DOE’s views on these matters will be 
further reflected in the draft Mission Plan Amendment, to be issued for public 
comment following discussions at the upcoming workshops. Also included in this 
document as appendixes are (1) a list of commenters; (2) a matrix, or crosswalk, that 
maps the comments highlighted in each letter to the appropriate section of the 
response summary that addresses that comment; (3) copies of the comment letters with 
specific comments bracketed for response; and (4) copies of DOE response letters.

The DOE identified 130 comments and classified them into the following seven 
categories: management, institutional, regulatory, transportation, monitored retrievable 
storage, scheduling, and the repository. The DOE has considered all comments 
received, including those unrelated to the Report.

In general, the comments supported the Secretary’s revised program strategy, including 
the reorganization of the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
(OCRWM), the appointment of an OCRWM Director, and a more aggressive 
management of the waste management program. Although many commenters stated 
their concern about the delay in the repository schedule, most agreed that the revised 
schedule was a more accurate indication of the amount of work to be accomplished 
prior to waste acceptance at the repository. There were many comments supporting 
the emphasis on surface-based testing and the DOE’s new approach to the scientific 
investigation of Yucca Mountain. Many commenters indicated that some linkages 
should be maintained between the repository and monitored retrievable storage facility 
(MRS) and that the MRS facility should not become the de facto repository. Others 
noted that the schedule adjustments will actually reduce the time available for certain 
transportation-related activities, including route selection, mix of transport modes, and 
provision of emergency response training. There were also numerous comments on the 
role of affected parties in the DOE’s management of the waste program.

The DOE will provide further opportunities to interested parties, such as the upcoming 
workshops on additional strategic principles for the program, to discuss issues raised in 
these comments.



INTRODUCTION

On November 29, 1989, tbe Secretary of Energy published he "Report to Congress on 
the Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program" (Report), 
and sent copies to numerous interested parties for their review and comment.

This document summarizes comments received on the Report and presents the DOE’s 
current responses to those comments as a basis for further discussions. Included as 
appendixes are a list of commente», a crosswalk showing where each comment is 
addressed, the comment letters themselves with specific comments delineated, and the 
DOE’s responses to those letters.

Twenty-five individuals or organizations submitted comments on the Report. The DOE 
identified 130 individual comments and classified them into the following seven 
categories:

1. Management (M)
2. Institutional (I)
3. Regulatory (R)
4. Transportation (T)
5. Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS)
6. Scheduling (S)
7. Yucca Mountain (YM)

For the responses, comments were then grouped into more specific top*?; under each 
of the major headings. The DOE attempted to respond to all comments.

MANAGEMENT (M)

SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS

Commentera addressed management issues more than any other single topic. In 
general, they were highly critical of the DOE’s management of the waste disposal 
program in the past, but they supported the Secretary’s efforts to improve program 
management

Numerous commenter! supported the reorganization of the Office of Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM); the appointment of an OCRWM 
Director, and more aggressive management of the waste-management program, 
including gaining access to, and investigating the Yucca Mountain site. Industry 
commenter» and others urged that the DOE strengthen its management of the program 
by implementing direct-line reporting, hiring a management integration contractor with
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a record of success in project management, exercising greater control over contractors 
and the national laboratories, reducing the number of national laboratories involved in 
tbe program, consolidating the overall management of the scientific effort, ensuring 
continuity of management structure, and emphasizing quality assurance.

Commenters further stated that past delays and cost overruns are symptomatic of past 
program management For the program to succeed, they suggested, it must be given 
tbe highest priority in the Federal Government, and the Secretary must be personally 
and closely involved.

Commenters from industry suggested that schedules for the involvement of other 
government agencies be more closely integrated into overall program planning, and that 
tbe Secretary should endeavor to gain the support of other agencies and Departments. 
One commenter endorsed the DOE’s decision to pursue site access through litigation.

Commenters from industry and the State of Nevada expressed interest in the outcome 
of OCRWM’s reorganization and asked for an opportunity to review the "management 
Teview" due at the end of January 1990. Industry commenters asked to review 
OCRWM’s reorganization plan before it is implemented, suggesting that the experience 
of utilities could be valuable in this and other areas.

The State of Nevada and others expressed concern about how the reorganization, 
direct line reporting, and centralization of decisionmaking power at Headquarters would 
affect coordination with affected parties. Several commenters noted that the DOE’s 
revised approach depends on external factors, including litigation, modification of 
statutory linkages between the MRS facility and the repository, and pending regulatory 
actions. It was also noted that certain activities, such as litigation, will do little to 
enhance public confidence in the program.

Numerous commenters noted that the Report did not address costs and budget issues. 
Commenters requested detailed information on the Nuclear Waste Fund, including 
receipts and disbursements, how much has been spent on contractors, the effect of 
delays on the cost of the program and the fee structure, and what efforts have been 
made to recover "wasted” funds. One commenter requested more details on changes in 
contractor support. Another commenter suggested that the DOE give priority to local 
businesses and organizations in awarding contracts. One commenter suggested that the 
DOE has had a history of close relationships wit'a certain contractors in Nevada, which 
could be viewed as improper.

Industry representatives asked whether the DOE will address the issue of payments to 
the Nuclear Waste Fund for the disposal of defense high-level waste. They suggested 
that the DOE will need to develop a funding mechanism to accommodate the added 
costs of at-reactor fuel storage if the DOE is unable to meet its commitment to accept
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waste in 1998 under the standard contract with the utilities (10 CFR Part 961). They 
further recommended that 10 CFR Part 961 be revised to include schedules and 
milestones and performance standards, and an industry right to review the program. 
Commentera suggested that there is a need to regain public confidence in the DOE 
before confidence in the nuclear power option will be established.

RESPONSE

Program Management in the Past (M-l)

Commenter* expressed concern that the waste-management program has had difficulties 
in meeting milestones in the past. Significant progress has been made in implementing 
statutory requirements, and the highest priority has been assigned to building an 
unimpeachable technical program and an inclusive institutional program that is aimed 
at establishing public confidence. In attempting to meet these objectives, it has been 
necessary in some instances to adjust milestones.

At the same time, the DOE understands the needs of the nuclear utilities to plan for 
the management of spent fuel in the future, and high priority is being given to meeting 
the 1998 target date for waste acceptance. The DOE agrees with comments that it 
needs to strengthen management practices. The DOE has obtained a management 
review by a major management consulting firm, and is now implementing a 
"Management Systems Improvement Strategy." Furthermore, the DOE believes that 
strengthening management practices wffl help it to meet the needs of the Nation’s 
utilities and their ratepayers, as well as commitments to public health and safety and 
the environment.

Management Approach (M-2)

The DOE agrees with comments that there are opportunities to take a more aggressive 
stance in the program under certain conditions. As discussed in the Report, the DOE 
has taken a more active posture toward the State of Nevada's refusal to issue the 
permits needed for scientific investigations at the Yucca Mountain site. On September 
19, 1990, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals rejected Nevada’s effort to "disapprove" 
the Yucca Mountain site, finding that Nevada’s attempted legislative veto of the 
Secretary’s she characterization activities is preempted by the NWPA. Secretary 
Watkins has also urged Congressional leaden to consider legislation to ensure that 
DOE can obtain access to the site. The DOE regrets the need to initiate litigation 
against the State in this matter and did so only as a last resort. The decision to 
proceed aggressively must be balanced against the need to gain public confidence in 
the program. The DOE believes that in the long run the waste-management program 
wffl succeed only if it is responsive to the concerns of affected parties.
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The DOE it endeavoring to integrate the activities of other agencies involved in the 
program and actively seeks their support.

Program Reorganization (M-3)

The DOE agrees with comments that the appointment of a Congressionally confirmed 
OCRWM Director is crucial to improving management On April S, 1990, John 
Bartlett was confirmed as Director of OCRWM. Dr. Bartlett undertook a 
comprehensive review of the program and reorganized OCRWM to better accomplish 
tbe mission of tbe program. The reorganization was guided, as appropriate, by the 
results of a management review conducted by an independent management consultant. 
Tbe management review itself was a DOE document that was not issued for public 
review. As part of the reorganization the Director has also established a management 
structure that will increase management accountability. Improved management 
practices and establishment of direct line reporting between the Yucca Mountain 
Project Office and DOE Headquarters should enhance the DOE’s managerial 
continuity and accountability. The Director also issued a "Management Systems 
Improvement Strategy," which requires the use of the systems engineering approach to 
systematically organize and manage the waste management program. In response to 
concerns expressed by the State of Nevada and local governments, the DOE believes 
more direct communications between Headquarters and the Project Office will improve 
coordination internally and with affected parties, by providing a timely flow of 
information and guidance; rapid evaluation of policy and technical issues; rapid 
processing of requests for financial assistance; and direct access to decisionmakers at 
Headquarters.

Commitment of Senior Management (M-4)

The DOE agrees with comments that the program must be given highest priority by 
the Federal Government and that the Secretary of Energy must be closely and 
personally involved in the waste-management program. Secretary Watkins has 
demonstrated his resolve to set the waste-management program back on course by 
strengthening management and creating a new culture for institutional relations. ТЪе 
Secretary wül also advocate programmatic initiatives both within the Administration and 
in the Congress, to give the program the national prominence needed. In October 
1990, the Secretary wrote letters to Congressional leaders to seek Congressional action 
in support a t the DOE’s effort to gain access to the Yucca Mountain site.

Role of Contractor» and National Laboratories (M-5Ï

The DOE is reviewing and evaluating the role of contractors and the national 
laboratories in the waste-management program. Removing any overlapping or
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duplicative work by contractors and national laboratories is essential. The DOE is 
conducting negotiations with a potential management and operating contractor to assist 
in overall program coordination and consolidation of scientific investigations.

Tbe DOE agrees with commentera’ suggestions that contractor! be hired on the basis 
of their experience in successfully completing projects. This is already one of the 
criteria for selecting contractors.

The DOE also agrees with the suggestion that preference should be given to 
contractors in affected States and communities. The DOE contractors in Nevada have 
received the largest single share of all funds spent on the Yucca Mountain project. 
Once the DOE initiates on-site activities at the Yucca Mountain site or an MRS site, 
hiring local contractors, including contractors in rural areas affected by the project, is 
expected to be a routine matter of practice.

Costs and Budgets (M-6)

As cominenters observed, the Report did not address costs and budgets; these issues 
are addressed in other documents, such as the annual reports on the total system life 
cycle cost. At the same time, the DOE agrees that cost control is an important 
program objective.

The DOE will pay for the disposal of defense high-level waste. Although the DOE is 
committed to paying its full share plus accrued interest before waste acceptance at the 
repository, no monies have been paid to date. Several payment schedules for the 
DOE-generated waste are currently under consideration.

INSTITUTIONAL (I)

SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS

The State of Nevada criticized the Report for not addressing the role of affected 
parties in overseeing the program and for not recognizing the full spectrum of program 
complexities. Local governments reminded the DOE of their special role and needs as 
affected parties and urged that they be adequately compensated. They pointed to the 
need for adequate financial assistance and asked that the DOE streamline its grant- 
approval process. Local governments abo suggested a more active approach to 
involving them in and advising them of program decisions, including activities in the 
licensing process. Local government* in Nevada requested a more formal process of 
consultation and cooperation.
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Many commenter» requested more information on the nature of changes described in 
the Report or stated that the Mission Пап needs to be revised to reflect these changes. 
The State of Nevada was especially concerned that the changes proposed in the Report 
need to be discussed in the Mission Plan Amendment and issued for public review and 
comment and accepted by the Congress before they can be implemented. The Sute 
abo asked that the DOE release other documents, such as the fee adequacy report.
The State was critical of a DOE presentation to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) on December 20, 1989, concerning regulatory reform, and suggested that any 
proposed changes in the DOE’s regulatory strategy must be presented in the Mission 
Plan Amendment

The Duckwater Shoshone Indian Tribe requested that they be designated an affected 
Indian Tribe.

One State commenter suggested that the delayed repository schedule should not be 
used as a justification for deferring work and the involvement of affected local 
governments. Lincoln County, Nevada expressed concern about the delay in 
determining impacts.

Another commenter emphasized the need for the DOE and the Congress to recognize 
the importance of evaluating potential impacts on communities to gain an 
understanding of the effects of the repository.

RESPONSE

Consultation with Affected Parties (M)

The DOE agrees with comments that consultation with affected parties is critical to the 
success of the waste-management program and remains committed to pursuing both 
formal and informal links with affected parties. The DOE’s initiatives to encourage the 
participation of affected parties in policy development and decisionmaking will be 
discussed in the Mission Plan Amendment. Consistent with the approach taken in 
developing the National Energy Strategy and the 5-Year Plan for Environmental 
Restoration and Waste Management, the DOE will be seeking opportunities for 
affected and involved parties to participate further in the refraining of the Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management Program.

Although the Secretary of Energy has, on several occasions, proposed to enter into 
negotiations with the State of Nevada for a consultation and cooperation (C&C) 
agreement under Section 117(b) of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA), as 
amended, the State has preferred to address procedures for interactions through 
informal consultation. Although the DOE still hopes to reach a C&C agreement with
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the State, it welcomes continued informal interactions with all interested parties, 
including, for example, consultation workshops and meetings with the State, aft-cted 
local governments, and the NRC concerning the Site Characterization Plan (SCP), State 
participation in monthly Yucca Mountain Project Office management meetings, and 
public participation in project update meetings.

Although the C&C agreement provided under Section 117(b) of the Act does not apply 
to affected units of local government, the DOE will welcome the opportunity to consult 
and cooperate with all affected local governments and to develop criteria, guidelines, 
and goals to guide interactions throughout the development of the waste-management 
system.

Program Oversight (1-2)

The DOE believes that independent monitoring and participation by affected parties 
contributes to the overall success of the repositoiy, MRS facility, and transportation 
programs. To that end, the DOE has provided funding to support the participation of 
affected parties in a variety of technical and institutional activities as well as attendance 
at meetings of the NRC and the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board. In the 
scientific investigation program at Yucca Mountain, the DOE has attempted to extend 
opportunities for the State of Nevada and affected local governments to participate in, 
and influence the direction of the program. The DOE welcomes initiatives on the part 
of affected parties and is willing to work with them to identify how their participation 
in the program can be expanded constructively.

Financial Assistance (1-3)

The DOE agrees that adequate financial assistance must be available to ensure that 
affected parties are equipped to exercise their independent oversight responsibilities to 
the fullest extent possible and to ensure mitigation of program impacts. The DOE 
has streamlined the process for awarding financial assistance, but in the interest of 
further facilitating the involvement of affected parties, financial assistance policies are 
being reevaluated.

Revisions to the Mission Plan (1-4)

The Mission Plan Amendment will discuss the program changes and initiatives 
proposed in the Report and present a comprehensive strategy for the waste- 
management program that reflects the new Director’s goals and initiatives. Other 
major program documents are being revised to reflect the initiatives by the Secretary 
and the new Director.
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Special Concern» in Nevada (I-S)

Many commenter* urged the DOE to take a more aggressive posture with respect to 
site characterization. On September 19, 1990, the Ninth Circuit Coun of Appeals 
rejected tbe State of Nevada’s efforts to block DOE’s access to tbe Yucca Mountain 
site. The DOE resubmitted to the State the applications for the permits needed to 
conduct scientific investigations at the she. The importance of impacts associated with 
the repository, if the site is found to be suitable, to both affected communities and the 
program is recognized and progress is being made to assess potential impacts. Delays 
in the repository schedule will abo delay the actual occurrence of impacts.

The Department of the Interior has the mandated responsibility under the NWPA for 
making the determination regarding the Duckwater Shoshone’s application for 
designation as an "affected Indian Tribe." The DOE is currently working with sixteen 
Indian Tribes with cultural and religious ties to the Yucca Mountain candidate site, 
including the Duckwater Shoshone Tribe, to protect and preserve cultural resources.

REGULATORY (R)

SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS

The State of Nevada criticized the DOE’s position on regulatory reform, as described 
in a presentation by the DOE to the NRC on December 20, 1989. The DOE’s 
remarks, according to the State, suggested that the DOE has little confidence in the 
Yucca Mountain site and that the DOE в  improperly seeking to influence the 
regulations being revised by the EPA to fit the characteristics of the site. Furthermore, 
the State claimed that the interactions proposed by the DOE among the DOE, the 
NRC, the EPA, the State, and industry in developing regulations compromise the 
integrity and objectivity of regulatory bodies. This approach, claimed Nevada, discredits 
the Report, and any effort to "streamline" the licensing process or revise the regulatory 
framework of the program should be addressed in the Mission Plan Amendment. On 
the other band, industry commenters supported the DOE’s regulatory reform initiatives.

The NRC recommended that the DOE and the NRC begin developing detailed 
schedules and milestones for their interactions in 1990 and 1991. The NRC stated that 
interactions on the following items are especially important: NRC acceptance of the 
OCRWM’s quality-assurance program; consultations during the NRCs refinement of 
regulatory requirements; support for surface-based testing at Yucca Mountain scheduled 
to begin in January 1991; and support for exploratory-shaft construction, scheduled to 
begin in November 1992. The NRC added that interactions should begin as soon as 
possible to clarify what activities are required from the NRC to support the DOE’s 
MRS schedule. The NRC noted that it is not clear how the restructured program will
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address the development of the License Support System (LSS) and suggested that 
future schedules include LSS design and development.

The EPA noted its current efforts to revis« its regulations on radioactive-waste 
regulations (40 CFR Part 191), suggesting that these regulations could play an 
important role in building public confidence. Another commenter suggested that the 
DOE work closely with the NRC to ensure that scientific investigations are performed 
to acceptable standards. Other commenter* encouraged the DOE to create an 
integrated regulatory effort.

RESPONSE

Regulatory Reform (R-l)

The DOE regulatory reform initiative is an effort to ensure that the regulatory 
standards are the most realistic that can be reasonably achieved. The course of action 
proposed by the DOE is not inconsistent with the evolving nature of 10 CFR Part 60 
and the need to consider, by establishing realistic criteria, characteristics that may be 
unique to certain sites or host rocks. An example of this is the rulemaking that was 
undertaken by the NRC to revise 10 CFR Part 60 to address waste emplacement in 
the unsaturated zone (50 FR 29641). The consideration of particular site or host rock 
characteristics in establishing reasonable criteria should not be confused with 
determining the appropriateness of the criteria on the basis of whether a particular site 
can meet them.

There is ample precedent for cooperative efforts by technical experts from government, 
scientific, professional, and industry organizations, in support of the formulation of 
proposed standards. Such interactions would not dilute the regulatory objectivity of the 
NRC, since any products resulting from these interactions would be used by NRC in an 
official review only if the standard had first been reviewed and evaluated, and found to 
be acceptable by the NRC.

Regulatory Compliance (R-2)

The DOE’s plans for demonstrating compliance with 10 CFR Part 60 and 40 CFR Pan 
191 are discussed in the Site Characterization Plan. The DOE is closely following 
developments in 10 CFR Part 60 and 40 CFR Part 191. The DOE is interested in 
ensuring that future changes to both of these regulations result in criteria that are 
reasonable, not just for the Yucca Mountain site, but for any site.

In August 1990, the National Academy of Sciences’ Board of Radioactive Waste 
Management issued a comprehensive review of the civilian radioactive waste
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management program. The Board concluded that the program is unlikely to succeed in 
its current form. It suggested several measures for restructuring the regulatory 
compliance process. DOE appreciates the Board’s report and is now evaluating its 
approach to regulatory compliance in view of the Board’s recommendations.

Interactions with the NRC (R-3)

Tbe DOE agrees on the need to schedule interactions with the NRC on the many 
complex issues that need to be addressed. A formal schedule of DOE/NRC 
interactions has been in place since 1989, and periodic meetings are held, which are 
publicly announced, to discuss the schedule. Topics that have been considered include 
site characterization, study plans, quality assurance, design process, technical and 
regulatory positions (technical exchanges), and the waste-acceptance process. This 
schedule of interactions will be continuously revised as the DOE and the NRC consult 
to identify additional topics that need to be discussed.

A memorandum of understanding between the NRC and the DOE to delineate 
responsibilities for system development and operation and to clarify the relationship 
between the Licensing Support System (LSS) Administrator and the DOE is being 
prepared. Before preparing a detailed schedule for LSS design and development, the 
relationship between the DOE and the NRC with respect to the LSS should be clearly 
established. The development of the LSS will be paced to complement the repository 
schedule.

The DOE expeas to work closely with the NRC to ensure that the data generated by 
scientific investigations will support the licensing process.

TRANSPORTATION (T)

SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS

Several commenter*, including the 'Western Interstate Energy Board, observed that the 
transportation schedule has been accelerated by 5 yean by the DOE's plan to begin 
accepting waste at an MRS facility in 1998. As a result, commente» felt that many 
transportation planning activities may have to be compressed, including route selection, 
selection of transportation modes, and emergency-response training. Commenters 
sought clarification of the DOE’s plans in these areas. In addition, they claim that 
some activities that were to have been performed in sequence will now have to be 
performed in parallel.
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Tbe Western Interstate Energy Board requested that the DOE develop criteria for 
selecting highway routes immediately and designate routes from reactors to the MRS 
when the MRS site is selected.

Commenters inquired about the DOE’s plant to implement Section 180(c) of the 
NWPA, as amended, which requires that the DOE provide funding for training to 
governments through whose jurisdiction waste will be transported. They specifically 
requested that the DOE define the breadth of training to be provided under Section 
180(c) and begin providing training immediately after the routes are identified. The 
State of Nevada and others expressed the concern that training assistance prior to 1998 
would only focus on shipments from reactors to the MRS facility, and they asked that 
training and transportation planning not be limited to tbe MRS facility before 1998.

Gommenters also requested that the DOE complete its study of lessons learned from 
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) program.

Several commenters in Nevada expressed concern about the effect of the 4-year 
reduction in the MRS schedule on transportation planning would have on them. They 
encouraged the DOE to commence early activities to resolve transportation-related 
issues of conc' rii to affected units of local government in Nevada, and that they be 
involved early in ¡at process.

RESPONSE

Schedules (T-l)

The DOE recognizes that the schedule for some transportation activities, including 
operational planning and meeting the requirements of Section 180(c), may be 
condensed or performed in parallel if waste will be accepted at an MRS facility in 
1998. In planning for transportation operations, the DOE assumes that shipments to 
the MRS facility will begin in 1998; the specific requirements for the transportation 
system will depend on the projected number of shipments. The DOE expects to select 
an approach for managing tbe transportation system by 1994, and to begin the cask 
acquisition process between 1994 and 1995. It will then identify the mix of 
transportation modes (truck and rail) and issue the cask fleet contract between 1995 
and 1997. Operational procedures will be finalized before shipments begin in 1998.
The DOE has developed and will soon issue for comment a draft strategy for 
implementing the training and assistance requirements of Section 180(c) of the NWPA, 
as amended. Thereafter, the DOE will develop an implementation plan for assistance 
to Indian Tribes, States, and local governments for training, and develop the process 
for awarding and administering funds to eligible parties by 1993. After determining the 
preliminary mix of transportation modes, and identifying potential routes for training
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purposes, the D O E wffl begin providing assistance and training from three to 5 yean 
before shipments begin.

Route Selection (T-2)

Route selection criteria for actual shipments will be in place as part of the operational 
procedures prepared well before shipments begin in 1998, consistent with the DOE’s 
role in overseeing transportation operations and the carriers’ need to  make specific 
routing decisions to  account for adverse transportation conditions. Criteria to 
determine the potential routes that qualify for assistance under Section 180(c) will be 
developed prior to the determination of the potential routes.

(T-3)

The DOE agrees with comments that initiation of the training process for eligible 
jurisdictions should begin soon after potential routes are identified; with such training 
assistance to  precede waste shipments by three to 5 years.

As indicated above, the DOE has developed a strategy for determining what training 
assistance will be required under Section 180(c). After review from interested parties, 
this strategy will serve as guidance on how to implement the requirements. The DOE 
is now assessing current training capabilities. The DOE has an ongoing program to 
incorporate the lessons learned from the WIPP transportation program. The training 
assistance offered by the WIPP is one of the models being assessed in the 
implementation plan for Section 180(c). As shipments to the WIPP get underway, the 
DOE will ’continue to use the WIPP’s experience as a resource in planning for 
shipments under the civilian waste-management program.

Nevada Transportation Issues (T-4)

The DOE recognizes the concerns of affected local governments in Nevada about 
transportation planning. The Nevada counties through which waste could be 
transported wffl be eligible to receive financial assistance to participate in transportation 
planning. The DOE notes that affected counties in Nevada are currently funded to 
assess transportation impacts to their jurisdictions. Routing for potential shipments will 
follow Department of Transportation regulations.
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MONITORED RETRIEVABLE STORAGE (MRS)

SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS

Many commenter* supported the DOE’* commitment to  begin accepting waste in 1998, 
but they raised concerns about the method of siting, statutory linkages between the 
repository and MRS schedules, focus of the overall program, and contingency planning 
in the event the 1998 date is not m e t

While several commenters agreed with the need to decouple the schedule for the MRS 
facility from that of the repository, one noted that some linkages are needed to prevent 
tbe MRS facility from becoming a  de facto repository, and others stated that linkages 
should not be modified until a  volunteer host is located. Another commenter 
expressed the concern that modification of linkages will result in the MRS facility and 
the repositoiy both being located in Nevada.

Commenters urged that the MRS facility be sited through the efforts of the Nuclear 
Waste Negotiator, or a  negotiated process. Utility industry commenter* urged that the 
DOE lobby actively for the appointment of the Nuclear Waste Negotiator.

Commenters from industry, local government, and others expressed concern that the 
DOE’s new emphasis on the MRS facility might divert attention and resources from 
the repositoiy, and they urged that the repositoiy remain the main focus of the 
program. Commenters further stated that the D OE needs to demonstrate success with 
the MRS facility to build confidence in the overall program, and that repositoiy-related 
affected units of local government should be involved in MRS activities. One local 
government in Nevada suggested that to save costs, the D OE should consider 
recommending at-reactor storage until the waste-disposal issue is resolved.

Commenters from the utility industry expressed concern that the Report does not 
address whether the MRS facility can accommodate their storage needs between 1998 
and 2010. They asked what contingency planning has been done if the 1998 goal for 
waste acceptance is not met, as well as what plans the D O E has to assist utilities that 
exhaust their storage capacity before 1998. One commenter said that in order for the 
MRS facility to make a contribution to the waste management program, the DOE must 
meet an MRS delivery schedule that is closely correlated to the availability of utility 
storage capacity.
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RESPONSE

The DOE agrees with commentera that the most desirable means of obtaining an MRS 
site is through ¿  negotiated siting process. The President nominated Mr. David H. 
Leroy, former Lieutenant Governor o f Idaho, to  be the Nuclear Waste Negotiator. Mr. 
Leroy was confirmed by the Senate on August 4,1990. The DOE wffl support the 
Negotiator as requested.

Linkages Between the Repository and MRS (MRS-2)

Linkages between the repository and MRS schedules in the NWPA, as amended, would 
make it impossible for the DOE to accept waste at an MRS facility by 1998, given the 
revised schedule presented in the Report. The DOE also recognizes that the linkages 
serve important institutional purposes by providing assurances that the MRS facility will 
not become a de facto repository. The DOE believes that alternative measures can be 
incorporated into an agreement with a  host that provide these same assurances. The 
DOE has no plans to develop an MRS facility in Nevada and the Amendments Act 
expressly forbids i t

The DOE agrees with the comment that the repository must remain the central focus 
of the waste-management program. New initiatives in the MRS program do not reduce 
the DOE’s commitment to the repository. The DOE considers the MRS facility to be 
an integral part o f the total waste-management system, not a separate facility that 
could replace the repository. The DOE believes that, by providing valuable experience 
with licensing and institutional matters, successful development of an MRS facility will 
increase the likelihood of success with the repository.

Contingencies and Fuel Acceptance (MRS-3)

Commenter* noted that the MRS facility could be delayed or not provide sufficient 
storage to meet the needs of utilities before 2010 when the repository is expected to  be 
available. To accept fuel in 1998 at an MRS facility, a site must be selected by the 
end of 1992. If the DOE is delayed significantly in meeting this early milestone, it will 
develop contingency plans at that time that will address its commitments to utilities and 
the utilities' need for fuel storage. A  fully developed MRS facility is expected to 
preclude the need for additional at-reactor storage space for spent fuel storage between 
1998 and 2010 and beyond.

The D OE disagrees with the suggestion that it recommend at-reactor storage in lieu of 
a repository or MRS facility. Long term at-reactor storage will not address

Nuclear Waite Negotiator fMRS-11
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commitments to  the utilities and their ratepayers, nor does it contribute to the 
development of the overall waste-management system.

SCHEDULING (S)

SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS

The majority of commenter* believe the new schedule for the waste management 
program is more realistic than previous schedules, and will allow time for scientific 
investigations necessary to determine the suitability of the Yucca Mountain site. Some 
expressed concerns about continuing delays in the program and urged the DOE to 
adhere to tbe new schedule. Some commente» expressed the concern that the 
schedule may be too ambitious, given current litigation, history of the program, 
management reorganization, regulatory reform, and uncertainties in MRS facility siting. 
An affected local government in Nevada noted that the schedule in the Report does 
not allow sufficient time for EIS scoping or legal challenges to the sufficiency of the 
EIS for the repositoiy or the MRS facility. Another local government suggested that 
EIS scoping could begin earlier than presently scheduled. One commenter asked how 
the licensing process would be delayed if another repositoiy site needs to be chosen. 
There was also a concern expressed about the relative durations allotted for 
preparation of the license application for the MRS facility and the repositoiy. 
Commente» suggested that the DOE develop schedule, cost, and technical baselines, 
and evaluate all activities and schedules in light of overall project requirements. A 
utility commenter noted that activities on the Secretary’s near-term decision plan must 
be completed by the end of 1990 to permit site characterization work to begin at 
Yucca Mountain by January 1, 1991, and that the DOE must move expeditiously to 
meet this deadline. They further suggested that this was too short a period. 
Commenters asked about how the schedule wffl be affected if Yucca Mountain is 
determined to be unsuitable.

RESPONSE (S-l)

The DOE recognizes the need to develop and maintain a realistic program schedule 
and that proven adherence to such a schedule will lead to confidence in the D OE’s 
ability to manage such a complex project As noted in the Report, a  cornerstone for 
the revised schedule is the DOE’s focus on early evaluation of the suitability of the 
Yucca Mountain she. The DOE believes that the new schedule, based on this new 
focus represents a more realistic time frame for studying the Yucca Mountain site. A 
detailed schedule for the MRS facility is now being developed, which includes time for 
EIS scoping. It is not feasible to include in program schedules accurate estimates of 
the time required for litigation, which is beyond the DOE’s control. The significant
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period for preparing the license application for the MRS facility is March 1993 to July 
199S; for the repository, the period is October 1997 to October 2001.

Commenters were concerned that the new schedule may appear to indicate a retreat 
from the repo*itory program. The D OE reaffirms its commitment to the scientific 
characterization of Yucca Mountain as a potential repositoiy site -the  new schedule 
should in no way be interpreted as a retreat from that commitment.

Commenters noted that certain milestones on the new schedule may be ambitious and 
noted in the Report that the schedule is based on tbe optimistic assumption that 
scientific investigations of Yucca Mountain will begin by January 1, 1991. The DOE 
intends to  expeditiously implement the Site Characterization Plan, and believes that the 
new schedule can accommodate some schedule adjustments and still meet overall 
program objectives.

As noted in the Report, the DOE is establishing technical, cost, and schedule baselines, 
to facilitate program control.

Contingency planning in the event that Yucca Mountain is determined to be unsuitable 
is discussed in the next section.

YUCCA MOUNTAIN (YM)

SYNOPSIS OF COMMENTS

Commenters generally endorsed the DOE’s new emphasis on surface-based testing and 
early evaluation of potentially disqualifying conditions at Yucca Mountain, but they 
differed sharply on the adequacy of the surface-based testing program.

One commenter suggested that the DOE must achieve a balance between the desires 
of scientists, who would like to pursue research of "personal and professional interest", 
and the need to investigate and resolve scientific questions aimed at determining the 
suitability of the site.

Several utility commenters stated that the surface-based testing program alone could 
not determine whether the site is suitable and suggested that underground tests are 
required to evaluate site suitability. In the same vein, commenters suggested that 
surface-based and underground activities should be conducted concurrently, or begin at 
the earliest opportunity. The State of Nevada suggested that the period allotted for 
surface-based testing is not long enough, and that the surface-based testing program 
should not begin until the exploratoiy shaft facility (ESF) design is finalized.
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Several commenter* observed that the Report contains no information on how the 
DOE will determine site suitability prior to  construction of the ESF. The State of 
Nevada added that surface-based tests should not begin until the DOE can offer 
assurances that the interaction between surface-based tests and the ESF would not 
compromise the ability to gather data o r the ability of the site to  contain waste. The 
State also claimed that the planned surface-based testing program would provide no 
more substantiation o f site suitability than the Secretary’s May 1986 preliminary 
determination of suitability. In addition, the State suggests that there is no information 
in the Report regarding methods for determining site suitability prior to  the ESF.

The State of Nevada claimed that the SCP should be considered invalid and revised 
because they interpret the Secretary’s plan as a restructuring of the planned program 
described in the SCP.

Several commente» urged that the DOE recommend to the Congress its preference for 
more than one candidate site for the repository.

The State of Nevada suggested that the Report appears to validate its contention that 
the program a t Yucca Mountain is technically unsound, and suggested that the DOE 
should make a  formal finding that the site is unsuitable and report it as such to the 
Congress.

Many commenters observed that the DOE has no contingency plans in the event that 
Yucca Mountain is found to be unsuitable and suggested that this is an essential part 
of the program. One commenter asked how long the program would be delayed if 
Yucca Mountain is determined to be unsuitable.

RESPONSE

Surface-Based Testing (YM-1)

The DOE agrees that the surface-based testing program alone will not be sufficient to 
determine whether the site is suitable. The suitability o f the site can be established 
only after the site characterization program is completed which includes both surface- 
based and underground testing. The new focus on the surface-based testing program is 
intended primarily to provide early warning of conditions that could so adversely affect 
performance that the site would be considered unsuitable. It is not intended to 
demonstrate conclusively that the site is suitable. Moreover, the D OE recognizes that 
the surface-based and in situ (underground) testing programs must be integrated so 
that they are compatible and complementary. The early focus on surface-based testing 
does not mean that the DOE considers underground testing to be any less important or
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that м у  specific amount of surface-based testing is needed before underground testing 
begins. In feet, the Secretary’s revised schedule includes more time for both surface- 
based and in situ testing than was indicated in the SCP.

The DOE does not believe that the Report was tbe appropriate forum for a  detailed 
discussion of bow it will determine site suitability. The DOE has established a surface- 
based testing prioritization task group that is reviewing the planned testing program 
and will make recommendations on any resequencing needed to provide an early focus 
on she conditions that bave the potential to have significant advene effects on 
performance. Tbe DOE also has an extensive in-house effort underway to develop a 
methodology for evaluating site suitability that could be used throughout site 
characterization. The D OE is considering the views of the NRC, the State of Nevada, 
the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, affected local governments, and industry 
on prioritization of surface-based testing and evaluation of site suitability.

Concerns were expressed that the surface-based testing program could complicate later 
data gathering activities in the ESF or affect the long-term integrity of the repositoiy. 
These issues are now being addressed as part of a study of alternative ESF 
configurations and construction methods (ESF Alternative Configurations Study). This 
study will consider the use of the ESF during *he characterization, the compatibility of 
the ESF with the surface-based testing program and conceptual repository design, and 
the potential impacts of ESF construction and testing on the waste isolation capability 
of the site.

In response to the comment that surface-bated testing and in situ testing in the ESF 
should proceed concurrently, the DOE believes it is more desirable to begin with an 
early emphasis on surface-based testing. This allows surface-based testing to proceed 
while the ESF design and construction are being completed. Moreover, by focusing 
fin t on surface-based testing, the DOE will have additional information to consider in 
the design and construction of the facility.

Site Characterization Plan fYM-21

The DOE disagrees with the comment that the SCP should be considered invalid and 
reissued in draft form. The decision to  focus initially on surface-based testing does not 
invalidate the bases for identifying what information about the site will be collected 
during she characterization nor the plans for obtaining this information through both 
surface-based and in situ testing. Nearly half the studies described in the SCP involve 
surface-based testing or monitoring activities that are essentia] for gathering the data 
needed to evaluate site suitability. The surface-based tests that are likely to be the 
initial focus of site characterization are a  subset of those tests described in the SCP. 
As indicated above, the D OE is currently evaluating the surface-based testing program 
to ensure that it provides an early indication of site conditions that may so adversely
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aSect performance that the site should be considered unsuitable. Significant changes in 
tbe Site Characterization Plan will be reported in tbe progress reports on tbe scientific 
investigation program for the Yucca Mountain site. Changes in the testing program 
win be described in new or revised study plans.

Commenters contended that the DOE needs to develop contingency plans in the event 
the Yucca Mountain site is found to be unsuitable. If the site is determined to be 
unsuitable, the DOE is required to  stop work and make a recommendation for further 
action to Congress within 6 months. At that time, the DOE would assess how long the 
program would be delayed. The DOE will take the following contingency steps in the 
meantime:

Support the Nuclear Waste Negotiator as requested.

Review lessons learned from previous siting efforts.

Keep abreast of foreign repositoiy programs for potential applicability to 
the U.S. effort

Long-term at-reactor storage will not address the DOE’s commitments to the utilities 
and their ratepayers, nor does it contribute to the development of the overall waste- 
management system. (See MRS-3.)

Other Issues (YM-4)

Regarding the need for multiple sites, the DOE agrees with current law that only one 
site at a time should be characterized. This enables the Department to concentrate its 
limited resources on determining the suitability of Yucca Mountain.

The Report did not suggest that the program at Yucca Mountain is technically 
unsound; it outlines initiatives for improving management and for focusing scientific 
investigations on the early evaluation of potentially disqualifying conditions, as suggested 
by a number of comments on the Site Characterization Plan.
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U.S. Senator 12/01/89
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American Nuclear Energy Council 01/18/90 Edward M. Davis
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COMMENT AND RESPONSE CROSSWALK

Comment Number Location of Responses

U.S. Representative 
1

U.S. Senator
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Duckwater Shoshone Tribe
1

Southern States Energy Board
1
2
3
4

See DOE Response Letter.

M-l; YM-4
YM-1,4
M-2
See DOE Response Letter. 
See DOE Response Letter. 
See DOE Response Letter. 
See DOE Response Letter. 
See DOE Response Letter. 
See DOE Response Letter.

1-5

M-3,4
S-l
MRS-2
MRS-1

Board of County Commissioners 
Nye County, Nevada

1 1-1,2
2 See DOE Response Letter

City of Caliente 
Nuclear Waste Project

1 1-1; T-4

B-l

Commenter 

James H. Bilbray 

Richard H. Bryan

Jerry Millett 

Kenneth J. Nemeth

Robert N. Revert 

George T. Rowe



COMMENT AND RESPONSE CROSSWALK

Comment Number Location of Responses

Board of County Commissioners 
Lincoln County, Nevada

1 1-5
2 T-4
3 M-5
4 T-4
5 M-5
6 1-1
7 T-3,4
8 S-l
9 S-l

10 1-1; T-4

Arkansas Public 
Service Commission

1 M -l; S-l
2 YM-3
3 S-l
4 M-4
5 MRS-3
6 MRS-3

Board of County Commissioners 
Clark County, Nevada

1 1-4
2 1-1Д.З
3 I-1,2,3,5
4 1-3
5 M-3
6 M-3
7 M-5
8 R-3
9 S-l

10 MRS-3

Commenter

Keith T. Whipple

Patricia S. Qualls

Bruce L. Woodbury

B-2
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Comment Number Location of Responses Commenter

Board of County Commissioners 
Esmeralda County, Nevada

1 NRR
2 YM-1
3 MRS-2; T-1,4
4 T-1,2,3,4

Brad Mettam

State of Nevada 
Agency for Nuclear Projects 
Nuclear Waste Project Office

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

Robert R. Loux
MRS-2; M-2,3; R-2 
1-4
YM-2 
YM-1 
R-1,2,3 
R-1,2,3 
R-l; 1-4 
YM-1 
YM-1 
T-1,4
MRS-2; 1-4 
1- 1,2
M-1,3,4; 1-1,2,3,4,5; MRS-1,2; YM-1,2 
1-4
R-1,2,3

State of Florida
Public Service Commission

1 M-l
2 M-l, 2,3,5
3 M-3
4 M-6
5 M-6
6 MRS-3

Michael M. Wilson
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Comment Number Location of Responses Commenter

Western Interstate
Energy Board Richard H. Watson

1 T-1,2,3
2 T-1,2,3
3 T-1,3
4 T-1,2,3

Nevada Nuclear Waste
Study Committee Robert C. Dickinson

1 NRR
2 NRR
3 1-3

American Committee on
Radwaste Disposal William W. Berry

1 M-3
2 M-1,4
3 M-2,4
4 M-2,3,4; S-l; 1-4
5 M-6
6 M-l; MRS-3
7 S-l
8 M-3,4
9 M-3,4

10 M-5
11 M-2,4
12 S-l
13 M-l
14 M-4; MRS-3
15 R-1,2,3
16 MRS-1
17 YM-1
18 M-2
19 YM-1
20 YM-3
21 S-l
22 MRS-1,2,3

B-4



COMMENT AND RESPONSE CROSSWALK

Comment Number Location of Responses Commenter

U.S. Council for
Energy Awareness Harold B. Finger

1 NRR
2 S-l
3 MRS-2,3
4 S-l; M-3,4,5
5 NRR

United States Department of
the Interior Dallas L. Peck

1 NRR
2 YM-1

Edison Electric Institute William McCollam, Jr.
1 NRR
2 M-3,4
3 YM-1; R-l
4 M-l
5 M-l; MRS-3

American Nuclear Energy Council Edward M. Davis
1 NRR
2 M-2,4
3 M-3
4 S-l

United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Kenneth C. Rogers

1 NRR
2 R-3
3 R-3

Southern California
Edison Company Howard P. Allen

1 MRS-2,3
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Comment Number Location of Responses

Wolf Creek Nuclear 
Operating Corporation

1
2

MRS-2; M-3,6 
M-l; MRS-3

Public Service Electric
and Gas Company

1 S-l
2 MRS-3
3 MRS-2, M-4
i- S-l
5 M-3,5

Gulf States Utilities 
Company

1 M-l; MRS-3
2 MRS-3
3 M-l; MRS-3

United States Environmental 
Protection Agency

1 MRS-2
2 R-2

в-6

Commenter

Forrest T. Rhodes

James Ferland

James C. Deddens 

William G. Rosenberg



Sunnarv of Csaaents Received and Ыеаг-Тегя Accoaplishinents

Twenty letters were received consenting on the report, with few 
exception«, the responses supported the Secretary's revised 
program strategy. Many coaaenters urged the quick nomination and 
confirmation of a new permanent director for the Office of 
Civilian Radioactive Haste Hanageaent (OCRWM) and supported the 
recommended organizational changes. Many coaaenters indicated 
that some linkages be maintained between the repository and 
aonitored retrievable storage facility (MRS) and that the MRS 
should not become a de facto repository. Others expressed the 
need for increased attention to the transportation aspects of the 
program, including provision of emergency response training; and 
need for closer cooperation with the affected communities, some 
commenters stated that the revised strategy did not go far 
enou?h.

The Secretary has approved an interim functional realignment for 
OCRWM which is consistent with the results of the independent 
management assessment conducted at his direction. This interim 
shift preserves the permanent director's options in fully 
reviewing organizational requirements. In addition, a more 
sharpened focus on a number of aspects of the program has also 
been directed. The combination of the two will enable the 
program to move forward more effectively and aeet the objectives 
of the plan outlined in the report submitted to the Congress.

Since late November, when the report was subaitted to the 
Congress, the following actions have been accoaplished:

- nomination of a permanent OCRWM director; and

- initiation of litigation against the State of Nevada to
obtain the necessary authorizations to conduct scientific
investigations at the Yucca Mountain site.

To ensure that the prograa is responsive to the needs of all 
participants, the Departaent will endeavor to work closer with 
industry and the affected parties. The Hear Term Decision Plan 
will be distributed every other month to keep interested parties 
informed of prograa status and the Department's progress in 
aeeting its coamitments. Further, there will be aore opportunity 
for involveaent by the public and others on aajor prograa plans. 
As discussed above, the Mission Plan Revision, which will include 
discussion of contingency efforts, is under development and will 
be provided for review and coaaent in June. The cost baseline is 
under developaent and due out also in June.
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Congre** of tbe tüniteb fctate*
Ц̂ошке of ¿epreíentatibMí 

■utyngton, ВС 20S15
November 30« 1986

Tb* Honorable James D. Watkina 
Admiral, o.S. Davy (Retired)
Secretary of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave.« SN 
Waahington, D.C. 20S8S

Deer Nr. Secretaryt

I have reviewed your report to Congreaa concerning the 
problema surrounding the Department of Energy'a Civilian 
Radioactive Naate Management Program. I am pleaaed that you are 
reaaaeaaing thia program« and Z hope that you will be conaidering 
some of the major concerna raised by the State of Nevada«
Nevada'a Congreeaional Delegation« and the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commiaaion.

It ia apparent from your report that you feel other 
candidate aitea should be evaluated in the event that Yucca 
Mountain provea to be unsuitable. On page 15 you state« 
"Recognising that the Yucca Mountain candidate site could be 
found unsuitable« the DOE will also support the Negotiator in 
efforts to identify alternative volunteer repoaitory aitea."
Thia atatement is consistent with what you told Governor Miller, 
myself, and the rest of tbe Nevada Congressional Delegation 
during our April 22« 1989, meeting with you and your staff.

Z agree with you that other sitea siibuld be characterised in 
the event that Yucca Mountain proves to be unsuitable for the 
repository. From the evidence that Z have aeen to date« it aeema 
that Yucca Mountain will in fact be rejected aa a candidate site. 
Z urge you« therefore« to recommend to Congress your preference 
of having more than one cendidate alto for a high level waste 
repository. Clearly, the public interest is not served by * 
civilian radioactive waate management program that places all of 
its marbles in one bag.

Sincerely«

{1°



«СПАЛО MYAN 
тнФл

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  R e n a t e
WASHMOTON. ОС 20110

Decamber 1, 1989

J l H I  D. HlflrlnT
Admiral, U.S. Navy (Itotlnd)
Secretary of B iargy
1000 Independence Атавм 84
Washington, D.C. 20585

Рмг Mr. Secret&ryi

1 Tha draft ' R u i n i n u i t  of the Civilian Radioactive M u t t
Management Program* dated November 29, 1989, concerning the 
restructuring of the nuclear dump project at Yucca Mountain 
appears to validate Nevada's longstanding belief that the program 
as previously conducted was technically unsound. The fact that 
DOE is now publicly acknowledging the failure of the program is 
coMendable.

I do not believe, however, that your ’restructured* approach
2 goes far enough, or is likely to solve the nuclear waste problem 

the nation faces. As Z Indicated to you In my letter of July 18, 
1989, the many technical problems that the Tucca site faces are 
well documented, and Z called upon you to use your existing legal 
authority to determine the site unsuitable and report to 
Congress, as allowed by law, a new approach to this vexing 
national environmental concern. Governor Miller, In his November 
14, 1989, letter to you, elaborated on the geological and 
hydrologie deficiencies of the Tucca site that clearly indicate 
the site is unsound for a repository and will ultimately be 
disqualified. If this process is ever to succeed, it is 
essential that a variety of sites that may prove suitable be 
considered.

Because the State of Nevada remains resolute in its
3 opposition to this project, your new approach depends mainly on 

litigation to set the future course and timing of the nation's 
quest to solve the nuclear waste environmental crisis. The 
litigation itself is likely to be contentious, lengthy, and 
expensive and will reach issues going the heart of the 
constitutional relationship between the States and the Federal 
government. That approach will do little to enhance public 
confidence in the program.

I am Increasingly concerned about the waste of utility 
consumers' and taxpayers' dollars that this program has caused. 
Z would appreciate your providing to me as soon as possible the 
following informationt



1) What steps will DOS now take to recover 
funds that h i n  Ьми wasted la this prograa 
if there was negligence or incompetence 

. evident in the work of the contractors who 
have conducted the existing scientific 

L itm lias?

5

2) What is the total M o u n t  so far collected in the 
■uclear waste fund, what uncollected aaounts 
are owed to the fund, and what aaount has 
been expended frss the fund on the existing 

i program?

6 f 3) Of the expenditures from the fond, what aaount has 
been spent by DOB directly and what aaonnt 
has been expended through private 
contractors?

4) Please provide a list of the contractors
7 who have participated on the prograa and the 

aggregate aaount that each contractor has 
received froa the nuclear waste fund and what 
work was performed.

„ 5) Please provide a detailed explanation of the status 
of the existing data DOE has collected on 
Tucca Mountain. Will the existing data be 
utilised in the new scientific analysis of 
the site, will it be entirely supplanted by 
new data, or will the existing data be used 
_aalft£tively in the new prograa?

6) What effect will the further delay of the 
prograa have on its ultimate cost, and will 
the existing fee for the nuclear waste fund 
have to be increaaed over l4me to support the 
prograa?

In light of the commitment to improving coaunications 
between DOB and Nevada officials that Mr. Leo Duffy of your staff 
made at yesterday's briefing on this aatter, X aa looking forward 
to a proapt and comprehensive reply, and Z will lcok forward to 
discussing your revised plan with you in the future.



V t o O M t m a n

Duckwater Shoshone Tribe
P.O. Box 68 

Duckwater, Nevada 89314 
(702) 863-0227

TftalManae*

Roban KMchum

JwryMIOT

Admin, « n i m m

8lavanMta RobaitaThompMn 
Fnanoa DM WSacrataiy

Hamy Btadwya. St
M M I W

BaydOnham MaiyLouOomaa 
Hm № Director

Anita Daria 
Saorataiy

■КЮТ

04 D t C Obtr 1989

J k m  D. Watklna
M i i n l ,  U .S . E nergy (Retired)
Secretary of Energy * "
1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, O.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary,

X aa pleased to hear the DOE is seeking a revised strategy in it'a atteapt 
to characterize Yucca Mountain, in Nevada, for Aaericans first deep geologic 
nuclear «raste repository. The DOE is finally facing the technical an¿ 
political realities of the situation. To this, I would like to add the need

l for involveaent froa the Nestern Shoshone Nation and it'a local goveraaents.

The Nuclear Haste Policy Act of 1982 provides for the designation of an\ 
Indian tribe whose off reservation treaty possessory and usage rights thaï 
aay be substantially and adversely affected by the siting and conatructioi 
of a nuclear waate repository aa an "affected Indian tribe". An affeete< 
Indian Tribe has the significant right under the Act to participate in th< 
site characterization process.

The Yucca Mountain site lies squarely in the heart of the ancestral hoaeland 
of the Ifeetem Shoshone Nation. The Duckwater Shoshone Tribe has subaitte 
a petition for affected Indian tribe status; The petition asserts the of 
reservation rights reserved to the Nestern Shoshone Nation recognized in th 
1863 Treaty of Ruby Valley that will be substantially and adveraely affected 
The Duckwater Shoshone Tribe is one of nine Nestern Shoshone local govemin 
entities, aeeting the threshold requireaents for affected Indian trib 
status.

This letter is to urge you to give the aost careful consideration to th 
Western Shoshone's participation in the DOS's restructured sit 
characterization prograa. A  repository at Yucca Mountain will alt« 
Irreversibly the physical environment of th* Weatern Shoahon* Nation.

JM:ad



SOUTHERN STATES ENERGY BOARD
3091 Governor* U k t(  Drive 

Suit* 400  
NorcroM. Georgia 30071

<404) 242-7712
Oecember 6, 1989

Admiral Ju k i  0. Watkins
Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Civilian Radioactive Haste Management
RIM
1000 Independence Avenue, SU 
Washington, O.C. 20585

Re: letter fro* Admiral Natklns dated November 29, 1989;
Comments on:
Report to Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive 

waste mnagement program tPof/HU-QZ47i

Dear Admiral Watkins:

The Southern States Energy Board appreciates the opportunity to connent on 
the above-referenced document, which details the U.S. Department of Energy's 
(DOE’s) efforts to achieve the goal of developing and implementing an acceptable 
geologic repository program. SSEB agrees with you that changes must be made 
in the civilian nuclear waste, management system If the repository program Is 
to be effectively established. Furthermore, the Board applauds your commit
ment to Improving the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE's) record on nuclear 
waste management in general and on reassessing the civilian radioactive 
waste management program 1n particular.

. SSEB recognizes your visibility and leadership role In your first year at 
OOE and understands the need for additional Inspired leadership at DOE. The 
Board asks that the President act expeditiously 1n appointing a permanent 
director for the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM). The 
repository program cannot move forward without strong, focused and effective 
leadership at OCRWM. OOE needs another James Watkins.

Despite the confidence SSEB has In you and your efforts to date, the
2 Board Is concerned that further delays may signal a retreat from the repository 

program and may undermine confidence In the department's ability to create a 
comprehensive plan for the safe handling, transportation and disposal of 
high-level radioactive wtstes. The recently announced delay of repository 
operations from 2003 to 2010 may have been necessary to establish a realistic 
schedule, but additional delays will seriously undercut DOE's credibility 
further. The Board urges DOE to establish a realistic schedule at this juncture 
■nd adhere to It now and In the future.

3 Additionally, SSEB asks that some linkages between the Monitored Retriev
able Storage (MRS) facility and the repository be retained. DOE has promised 
that the department will "...work with the Congress to modify current linkages 
and constraints on the MRS facility.1' It remains to be seen what these 
modifications will entail. Suffice 1t to say that SSEB remains convinced that 
an unlinked MIS facility gr facilities may be used as a de facto repository or

A>bwiAifan>Hflon<»fiM9itoftidyla¿MHMifylHiailiH iiéH i faOT»HnfllC«wiMOUlhMiPuMQlfc8Soul)<ir^



Letter to Admiral Junes D. Matklns 
Deceober 6, 1989

Page Two

repositories. The MRS Review Comission report stated that there Is no tech- 
nlcsl Justification for the linkages but that sow justification exists. The 
Justification for the linkages Is Institutional, political and legal: they 
keep an unlinked MRS or other Interin storage facility or facilities fron 
becoming a permanent disposal site or sites. SSEB requests that In Modifying 
the linkages DOE should be mindful of the concern over the creation of a de 
facto repository.

Finally, SSEB suggests that if-and «hen OOE decides to select a site for 
one or юге ínterin storage facilities, the departaent should do so through a 
negotiation process that allows a potential state to choose, or not to choose, 
to serve as a host. Without a voluntary negotiation process, OOE's efforts to 
site such a facility, If and when such efforts are undertaken, cannot and will 
not neet with state and public support.

Again, SSEB appreciates the opportunity to comment on the restructuring of 
the repository program. If I or anyone on / p  staff can be of any further 
service, please feel free to call on us.

Ехесч

KJNtJmn

cc: The Honorable Bob Martínez, Governor of Florida, SSEB Chairman

Hr. КЛHa n  0. Doub, SSEB Federal Representative



ROBERT N. REVERT 
County Commissioner

December 7, 1989

l

The Honorable James D. Watkins 
Admiral, U.S. Navy (Retired)
Secretary of Energy 
1000 independence Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 2058S

Dear Admiral Watkins:

I aa sorry that your schedule did not permit you to 
meet with us during our recent trip to Washington, D.C. We 
can well imagine bow busy you must have been ln formulating 
the reorganisation plan for the nation's high-level 
radioactive waste repository prograa. Perhaps during a 
future visit we will be able to arrange • meeting to share 
views about it.

As you know, Nye County is the only jurisdiction 
designated by Congress in the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Amendments Act of 1987 as an "affected unit of local 
government". In spite of considerable political pressure on 
us, including legislation (Bullfrog County) and threats to 
re-draw our boundaries, we have not adopted a policy of 
opposition to the proposed repository. We feel it is 
critical that we not expend our limited resources on 
eaotional rhetoric and actions, but instead be pragaatic and 
professional in our repository assessment end planning 
efforts. We strongly support a comprehensive and credible 
examination of all relevant scientific data associated with 
the prograa, as well as the potential impacts on the health, 
safety, natural resources, and economies^of our coaaunities.

As the "situs" local government for the Yucca 
Mountain project, we are vitally interested in the progress 
of the repository prograa. Notwithstanding the controversy 
surrounding this prograa, we intend to continue to 
exercise our rights to participate in it. Including 
monitoring the activities of the Department of Energy and 
its contractors. Accordingly, it is important for us to be 
fully inforaed of any and all organisational and 
prograaaatic changes.

We are particularly interested in receiving froa the 
Departaent of Energy, as early and in as much detail as
Possible, information about the planned "re-direction" of 
he prograa. In that. connection, we were disappointed that 

I no effort was made to brief us or our representatives on 
the recently announced prograa changes. As of this 
writing, no representative of Nye County has received even 
so auch as a phone call, not to aention docuaents, 
regarding your reorganization plan.

COUNTY OF NYE • P.O. BOX 1767» TONOPAH, NEVADA 8904» • (702) 482 8181



Th« Honorable Janes D. Watkins 
December 7, 1989 
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I Sine« Ny« County will continu* to b« on the "front
; line*" of th« repository prograa for the forseeable future, 
i Z would like to request that as major program decisions are
* reached, such as th« appointment of a Negotiator, Nye 

County b* notified as soon as possibl«. Th« iapact of this 
I program on us is too great for us to b« expected to learn 
; about developments in the newspapers or from the press 
' releases of DOE or our Congressional delegation. To 

facilitate interaction with the Department of Energy, Nye 
I County has staff available in both Washington, D.C. and 
; Nevada. They are available -at any time for briefings and 
I meetings on repository issues.

! During the recent pause in th* repository program we
have re-evaluated our relationship with DOE. We have 

' concluded that in most quarters of the repository program 
there is:

1) insufficient understanding of and responsiveness 
to Nye County's needs and priorities,

2) Insufficient recognition of Nye County's unique 
role, reflected in the Amendments Act, as the 
situs jurisdiction, and

3) insufficient understanding of the unique 
political position in which Nye County finds 
Itself as a result of our decision not to oppose 
the repository.

Undoubtedly, some of those concerns are attributable 
I to the political, legal, and organizational uncertainties 
jthat have plagued the program. Also, perhaps, we have not
I adequately made clear to DOE our own priorities.

Zn any event, we have concluded that a more formal 
process of consultation and cooperation should be adopted

2 between DOE and Ny« County. While DOE staff have been, for 
the most part, responsive to specific information requests 
from Nye County, we feel that our interactions to date have 
been characterised more by DOE reaction to Nye County 
requests than by a systematic and program-wide outreach 
process. Zn short, we see little evidence that 
consultation with affected units of local government has 
been incorporated in any organized and systematic way in 
the activities of OCRWM, YMPO, or DOE's repository 
contractors.

We therefore propose that soon after a new OCRWM 
director is appointed, DOE and Nye County representatives 
meet to develop a specific set of criteria, guidelines, and
?oals for use by both parties in the course of our 
nteractions on the repository program.



The Honorable Jane* D. Watkins 
December 7, 1989 
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He welcome the new spirit of openness and technical 
conservatism with which you and your staff seem to be 
approaching the repository program. For Hye County's 
citizens to benefit from that spirit, we believe that it is 
necessary to work together to structure а sore open and 
cooperative atmosphere within which to interact. We look 
forward to working with you to ensure the success of such 
an effort.

Ш л J & 4
Robert N. Kcvart, Chciraan 
Board of County Commissioners

R N R / g l



CITY OF C ALI ENTE NUC LEAR WASTE PROJ EC T

P.O. SOX 151 CALIENTE. NEVADA l» 0 « l  (TOÍ) 72« • ) « ? •

December 20, 1989

Secretary of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments To DOE's Report On Reassessment Of The Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management Program

Dear Admiral Watkins:

1 The City of Caliente has reviewed the enclosed comments prepared 
by Lincoln County to the subject report and is in complete support 
of said comments. Because the mainline Union Pacific railline 
bisects the downtown area of Caliente, the implications of the MRS 
to the City are of particular concern. Early involvement of the 
City in MRS related transportation issue identification and 
resolution activities is requested.

Sincerely,

Mayor

О̂домз



Board of County Commissioners of 
Lincoln County, Nevada

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS P.O. BOX 90. PIOCHE. NEVADA 89043 DISTRICT ATTORNEY
JSßgüSO b, TELEPHONE »tt-SMO JAMES U W U X W R m

C O U m Y  CLERK 
CONOME WALKER

December 20, 1989

Secretary of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments To DOE's Report On Reassessment Of The Civilian
Radioactive Haste Management Program

Dear Admiral Watkins:

In response to your request, I am pleased to submit the following 
comments to the subject report on behalf of the Board of Lincoln 
County Commissioners. In general, Lincoln County concurs with the 
redirection of the civilian radioactive waste management program 
you have outlined. He are a bit disheartened however, by the

1 probable extension of time in which Lincoln County will be faced 
with the uncertainty surrounding whether or not the repository will 
be built in Nevada and whether or not associated potential positive 
and/or negative benefits related thereto will accrue to County 
residents.

As one of three "affected units of local government" in Nevada,
2 Lincoln County takes particular note to DOE's commitment to the 

MRS. Because the mainline Union Pacific railline providing access 
to the Yucca Htn. region crosses the County and bisects our 
principal city, Caliente, the likelihood of dedicated train 
shipments resulting from inclusion of the MRS is of particular 
interest. Lincc County respectfully requests to be fully 
included in all DC¿ activities to site, plan the operation of, and 
license an MRS facility.

Specific comments to the subject report follow:

page viii-contractor support - review should include looking into
3_____________ use of contractors indigenous to Nevada, particularly 
_____  within rural "affected units of local government".

и page ix - The decision by the Secretary to pursue decoupling of the 
MRS from a repository to ensure the timely availability 
of this facility for early waste acceptance, all but



i page 4 -

page 11

J Figure

3 Figur« 1

9 Figur« 1

I assures that aost shipments to the repository will be by 
j rail. As a consequence, Lincoln County and the City of 
i Caliente are now faced with a coaaensurately enhanced 
i likelihood of transportation related iapacts. Once a 
! site for the MRS has been selected, every effort should 
be Bade by DOE to coaaence early activities to resolve 
transportation related issues of concern to Nevada's 
"affected units of local government".

Direct-line reporting - As proposed, the yucca Mountain 
Project Office Director will hav« a direct line of 
coonunication with Headquarters. However, the Nevada 
Operations Office (NVO) will still maintain 
administrative responsibility for site characterization 
contractual work. As a consequence, decades old 
"sweetheart" contracting relationships between major 
contractors at the Nevada Test Site and NVO вау continue 
to constrain the efficiency, cost effectiveness, and 
scientific quality desandad by site characterization. 
The Yucca Mountain Project Office should be afforded 
every opportunity to retain th« aost appropriate 
contractors to conduct site characterization activities.

- Initiative« for schedule Improvement - state and local 
governaents are conspicuously oaitted as parties with 
whoa DOE will consult in order to reduce unresolved 
issues reaaining at the tiae of repository licensing. 
The success of NRC's negotiated ruleaaking regarding th« 
LSS would suggest such an oaission to be iaproper and 
perhaps in violation of what should b« a continued spirit 
of cooperation by DOE.

- It will be iaportant that the DOE not liait 
transportation systea planning and local goveraaent 
emergency training to MRS related areas during the pre- 
1998 tiaefraae. Inclusion of repository related 
"affected units of local government" in early issue 
resolution and eaergency preparedness activities nay be 
iaportant to gaining public confidence in DOE's waste 
aanageaent prograa.

- Th« reference schedule suggests that 13 aonths will be 
allowed for preparation of a license application for the 
MRS but only 12 aonths will b* allowed for the 
repository. A shorter tiae-horizon for license 
application preparation for the repository versus the MRS 
does not sake any sens«.

- Th« schedule does not appear to anticipate nor to be 
tolerant of prospective legal challenges to the 
sufficiency of the ElS's prepared for both the repository 
and the MRS. If DOE is to effectively avoid litigation 
(highly unlikely) over the sufficiency of the EIS's, 
scoping and a comprehensive approach to issue evaluation



will be critical. Scoping is not even listed a* an 
activity for the HRS.

j Further, because the MRS is an integral part of what the 
I Secretary refers to as a "radioactive-waste disposal 

systea", repository related "affected units of local 
government" Bust be fully involved in sll MRS siting, 
operational planning, and regulatory compliance/licensure 
activities.

Zn order to воге effectively usher in your proposed redirection of 
the civilian radioactive waste aanageaent program, Z as requesting 
that arrangements be aade for your designee as Director of OCRWM 
to aeet with representatives of Lincoln County in the near future. 
At that tine we would be happy to discuss these coaaents and other 
issues in greater detail.

Sincerely,

Chairnan

cc: Kike L. Baughman, Intertech



PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION *'
1000 Canter Ш-i«*
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Th« l e u n b U  Michael Wilson, Chairman 
florida Publie Bervloe Coaalsslon 
101 lait Qalnas Street 
T l l U U l M « ,  Florida 32199-В15Э

v i a  p a b c z m x u i

Dear Chairman Wilsoni

Aa a aaaber of tbe marvc aubcoaalttae on ituolaar 
Zaau«a/«aate Dlapoaal, Z aa pleaaed to a«« that looratary 
Watkina haa atteapted to addreaa the aohedullng problaaa for 
th* Yuaea Mountain repository end th* numeroue u o a f t u n t  
probleas experienced by the Offloa of civilian Radioactive 
Waate Managaaant in hla "Repost to Congreaa on Reasaeaaaant 
of the Civilian Radioactive Waat« Nanageaent Prograa." Zn 
general« the three aajor elementa of hla plan - restructured 
aenageaent, comprehensive aolentlflo inveatlgatlona of the 
Yuooa Mountain alta, ana davelopaent of an Integral non1torad 
retrievable storage (мяв) prograa cor Interin needa - answer 
валу of the conoerni va have expresa*« in th* paat. However, 
tha further delay in th* operation Of the repository until 
>010« after an Initial projeoted operation data of 199B vhleb 
vas then r*vla*d to 2 0 0 3 a* recently as 19B7, doea raise aoaa 
t u n t l w a  about th* viability of th* program.

3

rirat, it is not olear (roa tha report what further 
delays would reeult In th* operation of the repository if tha 
Yucca Mountain alto in Nevada were deeaed unsuitable. 
Although DOE a**aa eoaalttad to early revolution of aany of 
the generic laauea aaaooiated with obtaining lloanaea for the 
repository Cron ЖРА and мм» to what extant would th* 
licensing prooooa alone be delayed if another sit* had to b* 
chocan* [without aacrlficing tha naad for thorough aolantiflo 
inveatlgatlon In a one-of-a-kind projeot like tbe repository, 
d o b  needs to веке the datoralnation of the suitability of th*
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l i m r y  li lilt 
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Ii m m  M m u U í b  alte it* utaeot priority to ovoid further 
t«I>y  I M  w p t u o  la the prograa«

aeeond, it io not olear f m  tbe roport whether tho M M  
s pact of tho vaeto u u f r n i t  prograa oan oorvo tho etorege 

needa of tho utilitloa fro» tili« « k m  it ia now projected to 
•tort operating« through t o i t ,  whoa tbo repoaitory ia 
eaheduXed to begia operating«-oven it tho BOB io ouooeeaful 
ia obtaining congreaalonal approval Cor aedifieatioae ia 
M M .  *he Ínterin atorago plan ooul4 oaaily bo in jeopardy i t  
аду further delay* ooeur ia tho repoaitory.

Finally# z aa •enoemed about what tho utilitie* will do 
6 about nuclear waete atorago before tho M M  prograa ia 

inplenoDted. Arkanaaa Power I bight baa indioatod that/ aven 
with rework, ita on-aite atorage will reaoh oapaoity in 
l » « .  X aa euro tuero aro other utilitloa vhloh will be in 
tho oaao aituation of needing atorago for thoir huoloar waata 
baforo it io available, can DOB addraaa the utilitioa' need* 
prior to tho operation of tho M M  aite?

X* you have requeated« X aa Bending a oopy of ay 
ooaaanta both to you and Bon callón. Thank you for 
requesting ay input.

■ in a o re ly ,

P a tr ió la  в . Q ualls 
ooaalaaloner

P»Q/Jr

ooi Bon Callón



BRUCE L. WOODBURY
СОМИЦЮН1Я

Claim eeuNTT »fuooift auiLOma 
a it ■moa«* AviMUl
LAS V IO A «. MfVAO*

?oi i i M t M

January 9, 1990

James 0. Watkins, Admiral 
U. S. Navy (Retired)
The Secretary of Energy 
Washington, O.C. 20585

SUBJECT: REPORT TO CONGRESS ON REASSESSMENT OF THE CIVILIAN RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Dear Admiral Watkins:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide caiment on the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the'Clvllian Radioactive Waste Management Program* 
released by the Department of Energy in November, ig89. I have attached 
specific comments concerning the report for your consideration.

Clark County, as a government recognized by the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Amendments Act of 1987 and the Department of Energy as affected by the 
potential repository, is opposed to siting of the repository at Yucca 
Mountain. However, we have continued to review the repository program, and 
like other affected governments, we have had concerns about conduct of the 
program. While the proposed time frame seems rather ambitious given the 
current litigation, the proposed reorganization and other reconnendatlons

1 can, potentially, begin to resolve many of the problems that have plagued 
the repository program to date. On the whole there needs to be more infor
mation made available, however, to better describe the nature of the 
changes.

Our primary concern is that the.program be conducted in a manner that will 
ensure that the health and safety of the citizens of Clark County, Nye 
County, and the State of Nevada will not be affected, and that the 
integrity of the environment is protected. This necessitates the develop
ment of a program that is technically sound and managed properly.

Due to the physical complexity of Yucca Mountain and the fact that many 
aspects of the study are essentially research projects, considerable study

2 and oversight Is necessary. It is important, therefore, that funds are 
available to enable the technical work to be performed to the highest stan
dards. Adequate funding should also be made available to the State of 
Nevada and affected local governments to enable these' entitles to meet 
their oversight responsibilities as well as to provide continued valuable 
technical Input to site characterization studies.



-г -

On the local level, as 1 am sure you are aware, we are also concerned about 
, the potential for long-tern socioeconomic and transportation effects on 

Clark County, Las Vegas, Henderson, North las Vegas, Boulder City and 
others from the proposed repository. For example, the project will result 
In an Influx of workers and their families, many of whom will probably 
reside in Clark County, as has been the pattern for weapons testing activi
ties at the test site. This will result In costs to our connunlty for ser
vice facilities and Infrastructure. It is important that OOE and Congress 
recognize that studies to evaluate potential community Impacts are 
necessary to have a complete understanding of the effects of a repository 
on our coamunlty.

The Amendments of 1987 provided the resources for Clark County to develop a 
werk program that would define potential Impacts from the Yucca Mountain 
program. The proposed delay In the repository program provides the oppor
tunity, for Clark County and the other affected Counties (Lincoln and Nye) 
to develop a better understanding of potential future local Impacts.

We are hopeful that the management recomnendatlons will assist In 
streamlining the operations of OOE. From a local perspective, one of the 
problems that we have had Is the timely review of grant applications and 
subcontracts. The accelerated review of grant applications and contracts 
will greatly assist the County 1n carrying out Its responsibilities as 
defined 1n the Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to cement on the Report to Congress. 
There are positive aspects 1n the changes proposed by DOE. We look for
ward to seeing how the recommended revisions proceed forward and request 
the opportunity to review other documents related to the proposed changes 
as they are developed.

If you have further questions or conments, please do not hesitate to call 
me or Oennls Bechtel, of my staff, at (702) 455-4181.

Bruce L. Woodbury 
County Commissioner

al
attachment
L0003

Sincerely,



SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
■REPORT TO CONGRESS ON REASSESSMENT OF THE 

CIVILIAN RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM*
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Section

2.3 (Otrect Line Reporting). Will *01reet Line Reporting*
change the responsibilities of the program? Does this 
mean that Headquarters has wore responsibility In 
decision-making? Will this affect coordination with State 
and affected local governments?

2.4 (Independent Management Review), will there be an oppor
tunity for Input by the State of Nevada and affected units 
of local government on any reconraendatlons provided by the 
management review team?

2.5 (Contractor Support). Is there documentation available 
-describing the changes In more detail (which contractors 
were eliminated, were duties transferred?, etc.)

2.6.2 (Quality Assurance Program). The Quality Assurance Program
1s extremely important and should be given great emphasis. 
00E should continue to work closely with the NRC, State of 
Nevada-and affected local governments to ensure that site 
characterization activities are performed to standards 
that will enable the suitability of the Yucca Mountain 
site to be evaluated.

2.7 (Development of a Realistic.Schedule). The schedule may be
somewhat ambitious given current litigation.

Figure 1 on page 10 notes that scoping for the EIS will 
begin in October 1997. Since the end of the schedule has 
been extended, It would also be a good opportunity to 
begin scoping earlier. This will provide additional time 
to study potentially Important socioeconomic and environ
mental Issues. This is already recognized in the 
Transportation Schedule (planning begins In mld-1990).

4 (Monitored Retrievable Storage). Given the great cost
Involved with establishing a MRS, not to mention the 
significant questions of siting such a facility, DOE 
should strongly consider recommending that the waste con
tinue to be stored on site (at the reactors) until the 
issue of final nuclear waste disposal Is resolyed.
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
ESMERALDA COUNTY, NEVADA
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January 1 1 , 1990

Hr. Sam Russo 
Acting Director
Office of Civilian Radioactive Haste Management 
U. S. Department of Energy, RH-i 
Washington, DC 20585 
%

Dear Hr. Russo:

The following are Esmeralda County's comments on the Report to 
Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Man
agement Program.

Review of the above document shows several improvements over the 
j prior program direction. The streamlining of reporting to allow 
I the Operations Offices to report directly to Headquarters may 
: help reduce the bureaucratic delays and vacillation seen up to 
i this point. Zn addition, the recognition of the impossibility of 
! maintaining the current schedule, and the subsequent slippage of
• the schedule by seven years, will allow additional time for local 
governments to plan and conduct impact assessment on issues 

I directly relating to the repository.

Changes in DOE's approach to the details of site characterization 
itself show some improvement as well. Their acceptance of the 
value of exploring early disqualifers to siting the repository at 
Yucca Hountain indicates the possibility of a scientific, rather 
than a political approach to site characterization.

There are, however, areas of the report which create new concerns 
for Esmeralda County. The uncoupling of the HRS from the reposi
tory schedule may well prove to be a benefit to the program, 
wherever the repository is sited, but it raises concerns about 
HRS location, transportation, and emergency training. Nevada has 
not had a congenial working relationship with Congress over the 
NHPAA, and we are concerned that the legal uncoupling of the

соиятноиж ю  аох&м аодош « vadamoi»



repository and the HRS aay include reaoving the prohibition 
against siting the repository and the HRS in the saae state (Sec 
145[g] ). Should this occur, the new critical path for activities 
relating to the transport of spent fuel would need to reflect a 
shipment start date of January, !•>•. This advance of the earli- 
est shipment date froa 2C03 to 1998 can pose difficulties.

I The transportation of spent fuel, whether to an MRS or to the
4 ¡ repository, reaains a primary concern of Esaeralda County, in- 
j volving as it does the health and safety of our population. The 
I Nevada Department of Transportation is in the process of desig
nating alternate routes for the transport of route controlled 
hazardous materials, including spent fuel. If the new routing 
aeets the intent of the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, 
the transport of spent fuel to either an MRS or to the repository 
may veil travel through Esaeralda County. Issues relating to 
transportation, in particular routing and emergency training, 
aust be decided and addressed prior to the 1998 planned shipaent 
date.

The reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Haste Management
5 Program will require a reassessaent of both the local govern

ment's and the State's prograas to be certain that those areas 
whose deadlines have been advanced on the new schedule are like- 
wlse given higher priority in our prograas.
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AGENCY FOR NUCLEAR PROJECTS 
NUCLEAR WASTE PROJECT OFFICE

Capitol Complex 
Cu m « City. Nevada (9710 

(702) MS-3744

January 12, 1990

Mr. Samuel Rousso 
Acting Director
United States Department оf Energy 
Office of civilian Radioactive 

Waste Management, RW-1 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Rousso:

RE: REPORT TO CONGRESS ON REASSESSMENT OF THE CIVILIAN RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM. DOE/RW-0247, November 30, 1989.

Governor Bob Miller has asked that I respond to Secretary 
Watkins' November 29, 1989, letter in which he requested that the 
Governor forward comments to you on the proposed schedules 
contained in this Report.

Given the significance and scope of the Secretary's Report and 
plan for restructuring the Department's high-level nuclear waste 
program, and his having "concluded that the program cannot be 
effectively executed in its present form," I have taken the liberty 
to provide comprehensive comment on the Report, rather than 
limiting Nevada’s comments to the schedules, as requested, you will 
find Nevada's detailed comments attached to this letter.

The Secretary's stated goals in developing the plan contained 
within the Report are as follows:

* Protecting public health and safety and the quality of the 
environment in the management and disposal of spent fuel and 
high-level waste.

* Developing an NRC-licensed geologic repository for the 
permanent disposal of spent fuel and high-level waste.

* Beginning the operation of the waste-management system as 
soon as practicable in order to be able to accept spent fuel 
and high-level waste for disposal at a significant rate 
during the early years of operation.



* Establishing public confidence that th« management of 
radioactiva waste is not an obstacle to the nuclear energy 
option.

The Report describes the plan the Secretary has developed to 
achieve these goals. There are three stated major elements of the 
plan:

* Developing and implementing a new management structure.

* Gaining access to the Yucca Mountain candidate site and 
initiating comprehensive scientific investigations as the 
focus of site characterization.

* Developing options for ensuring the timely acceptance of 
spent fuel through the establishment of monitored 
retrievable storage (MRS).

In the course of reviewing the Report, we also reviewed the 
Department's December 20, 1989, presentation to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, by Leo Duffy, Special Assistant to the 
Secretary for Coordination of DOE Waste Management. In this 
presentation he described the Secretary's plan to the Commissioners 
and elaborated on certain regulatory aspects of the plan, as they 
relate to required NRC facility licensing for waste management and 
disposal.

The Secretary's plan provides a partial framework for 
implementing an entirely new high-level nuclear waste management 
and disposal program under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as 
amended. However, the success of the plan appears to rely primarily 
on a number of elements that are not within the control of the 
Secretary. These include Congressional action to remove existing 
linkages between repository siting and MRS facility siting and 
development for interim spent nuclear fuel storage; licensing and 
regulatory deferrals and modifications by the NRC and Environmental 
Protection Agency; and DOE prevailing in litigation against Nevada 
for access to the Yucca Mountain site. In fact, the only major 
point of reliance that is within the control of the Secretary is 
the planned restructuring of the program management within the 
Department of Energy.

Mr. Duffy's presentation to the NRC was most revealing in its 
bold and blatant suggestion that "there is a need for a fresh look 
at th* regulatory framework." His further remarks clearly indicate 
DOE's concerns that NRC and EPA licensing regulations could 
"undermine" the DOE's ability to develop a nuclear waste 
repository, and that prescriptive health and safety and 
environmental protection regulations are premature “until such tine 
as we learn more about the capabilities of the entire waste 
isolation system, particularly the site."
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Zn addition to openly suggesting to the Commission that its 
and EPA'a licensing regulations be voided to fit the Yucca Mountain 
site, there was the further, equally astounding proposal for 
"collaborative interaction” among DOE, the electric utilities, the 
State of Nevada, and the NRC in developing repository licensing 
regulations and criteria as well as interpretation of the 
regulations.

Taken as a whole, the DOE's approach to resolving the known 
and expected technical inadequacies of the Yucca Mountain site and 
their fatal impact on repository licensing is nothing less than an 
arrogant invasion of regulatory objectivity and integrity, with the 
goal of compromising otherwise required health and safety and 
environmental protection standards. This hidden DOE agenda only 
serves to discredit and undermine the Secretary's lofty statements 
of his goals in the Report.

The Report states that a detailed discussion of the plan will 
be presented by DOE in a revised program Mission Plan, which will 
be issued for public review and comment by June 1990. The Nuclear 
Haste Policy Act requires that a comprehensive Mission Plan for the 
entire waste management and disposal program be submitted to 
Congress prior to DOE's implementation of its program. No such plan 
has been submitted by DOE since before Congress adopted the 1987 
amendments to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, which among other 
things singled out the Yucca Mountain site as the only site to be 
investigated for high-level nuclear waste disposal. The lack of a 
valid Mission Plan, coupled with the enormity of the implications 
of the Secretary's Report as evidenced above, requires that DOE 
submit a new, comprehensive program Mission Plan, as provided by 
the Act, before proceeding with implementation of the Secretary's 
new plan.

Furthermore, since the Secretary's plan restructures DOE's 
planned site characterization program at Yucca Mountain, the 
existing Site Characterization Plan should be considered invalid 
until a revised program Mission Plan has been accepted by Congress, 
and a new, conforming Site Characterization Plan has been drafted 
and submitted for public review, as required by the Nuclear Haste 
Policy Act.

Nevada firmly believes that it is imprudent and unlawful for 
the DOE to continue to pursue siting and developing a high-level 
nuclear waste disposal facility at Yucca Mountain. As you are 
aware, Governor Miller informed Secretary Watkins on November 14, 
1989, as this Office has informed DOE in the past, that sufficient 
information exists about the Yucca Mountain site for it to be 
disqualified under the DOE'S own repository siting guidelines. This 
and Nevada's belief that State legislative actions have resulted 
in a successful veto of the Yucca Mountain site, under the Nuclear
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Hast« Policy Act, are issues in a lawsuit filed against th« 
Secretary of Energy this nonth by th« Nevada Attorney General.

Notwithstanding our position regarding the invalidity of Yucca 
Mountain as a potential repository site, we are providing the 
attached consents on the Secretary's report and plan in the 
interest of furthering the Nation's future ability to resolve its 
ever-increasing nuclear waste problens. Th« intent of these 
comments is to point out that this latest DOE approach to 
developing a national nuclear waste management and disposal program 
is incomplete, misdirected, and demonstrates an arrogant and 
willful misunderstanding of the regulators' proper role in 
protecting health and safety and the environment. In its 
conception, the approach represents nothing more than yet another 
patchwork attempt by DOE to "fix” the most obvious, while ignoring 
the most fundamental problems of the program.

Governor Miller has informed me that he looks forward to 
Secretary Hatkins' response to the comments provided in this letter 
and attachment.

RRL:cs 
attachment

cc: Governor Bob Miller 
Admiral Hatkins
Nevada Congressional Delegation

Robert R. Loux 
Executive Director
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COMMENTS OP THE STATE OP NEVADA 
REGARDING THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

REPORT TO CONGRESS ON REASSESSMENT OF THE 
CIVILIAN RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

DOE/RW-0247, November 30, 1989

JANUARY 12, 1990

The Report to Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management Program of the Department of Energy 
opens by stating, "{Tjhe Secretary has initiated a management 
action plan that contains three major elements:

* Developing and implementing a new management scheme.

* Gaining access to the Yucca Mountain candidate site and 
initiating comprehensive scientific investigations as the focus of 
site characterization.

* Developing options for ensuring the timely acceptance of 
spent fuel through the establishment of monitored retrievable 
storage (MRS)."

The principle elements of the plan, many of which are 
discussed in this review, are described in the reassessment report. 
In sum, the Secretary of Energy has laid a framework for 
implementing an entirely new high-level nuclear waste management 
and disposal program under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as 
amended. The Secretary's report, together with official statements 

l of top-level Departmental representatives relative to the report, 
reveals that the successful implementation of this new program 
relies primarily on a number of elements that are not mithin the 
control of the Secretary. These include statutory amendment, 
regulatory modification, and DOE prevailing in litigation against 
Nevada for access to the Yucca Mountain site. In fact, the only 
major point of reliance that is within the control of the Secretary 
is the restructuring of the program management within the 
Department of Energy.

If the restructuring plan is to be implemented, and the 
Department intends to proceed with site characterization at Yucca 
Mountain (an action which Nevada does not believe to be justified 
under current circumstances), the Secretary must commit now to two 
near-future actions.

First, the Plan states a "draft" of a revised Mission Plan, 
describing how DOE intends to implement the new program, will be 
issued for public review and comment by June 1990. This should be 
a complete revision of the Mission Plan, rather than one that is 
only revised for selected topics, as has been DOE's past practice.



' Th« Department haa not finalized any Miaaion Plan ainc«
: Congressional adoption of th« 1987 amendments to the Nuclear waste 
Policy Act, which Bad« nany fundamental policy changea, including

• naming Yucca Mountain aa the aingl« ait« for characterization, with 
! th« broad rang« of changea in th« program, including this latest 
. so-called restructuring plan, it is necessary to describe and 
! evaluate th« DOE'* current comprehenaive plans for program 
¡ implementation in th« context of all of the statutory requirements 
for the content« of th« Mission Plan, as laid out in Section 301(a)

I of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. This is especially important in 
; light of th« gravity of the Secretary's conclusion "that the 
'program cannot be effectively executed in its present form." If,
; indeed, the program is planned to be executed according to this 
! redirected and restructured approach, there must be a new,
I comprehensive Mission Plan which fully describes all aspects of the 
' DOE's new program. Of course, the agency and public comment, and 
‘ DOE response provisions, in Section 301(b), also should govern, 
considering the Congress and DOE have cast an entirely revised 
¡program since 1987.

The Congress did not change Section 301 of the Nuclear Waste 
; Policy Act in its 1987 amendments. Therefore, it must be 
:interpreted that there remains the congressional intent that a 
i valid mission plan, providing "an informational basis sufficient 
'to permit informed decisions" (Sec. 301(a)), be presented to the 
¡Congress and the public before the DOE's planned program is 
'acceptable for execution. In view of this, it is premature for DOE 
i to seek changes in the statute, as announced in the restructuring 
plan, prior to their being evaluated in a Mission Plan, as required 
in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. Also, implementation of the new 
program pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, and 
according to the restructured plan, without benefit of a valid 
Mission Plan, does not conform to the requirements of the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act.

Second, in view of the fact that a major element of
3 implementation of the restructured plan is DOE's new schedule for 

site characterization, which involves the réévaluation of surface- 
based test plans as well as the earlier decisions regarding 
location and other aspects of the Exploratory Shaft Facility (ESF), 
the current Sit« Characterization Plan for the Yucca Mountain site 
should be considered invalid until an acceptable Mission Plan is 
adoptad. At that time, the DOE's new plans for characterization of 
th« Yucca Mountain Site should be developed to conform with the 
accepted program, as defined by that Mission plan. The revised Site 
Characterization Plan should be submitted for public and NRC review 
as required by th« Nuclear Waste Policy Act and NRC regulations.

Whil« th« n««d for a new definition of the DOE's program in
4 a valid Mission Plan and a revised Site Characterization Plan does 

not preclude implementation of surface-based scientific 
investigation of the site, as contemplated in the restructured
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plan, it is advisable that such a program not begin until two 
fundamental concerns are resolved. First, the Exploratory Shaft 
Facility plans should be sufficiently developed to provide 
assurance that surface-based testing and ESF development do not 
interact in a manner that would compromise the ability to collect 
needed site characterization data, or the validity of that data. 
And second, the ESF and surface-based testing plans should be 
evaluated to assure that, together, they do not result in impacts 
that may compromise the site's potential waste isolation 
capabilities. In past planning, these two concerns, and others, 
have led DOE, with the agreement of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission staff, to employ the rationale that surface-based 
testing should not begin until its relationship to ESF development 
is defined and the expected impacts are identified and considered 
acceptable.

I A growing body of information in the record, including Special 
Assistant Duffy's December 20, 1989, presentation to the Nuclear 
' Regulatory Commission, suggests that the DOE is experiencing 
' increasing difficulty in developing its plans for demonstrating to 
, the NRC that the Yucca Mountain Site conforms with the requirements 
of the NRC's repository licensing rule, 10 CFR Part 60, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency's yet to be promulgated standards 
for environmental protection at a repository, 40 CFR Part 191. Mr. 
Duffy made the statement to the Commission that "there is a need 
for a fresh look at the regulatory framework in the program."

Upon further elaboration, Mr. Duffy suggested that it was 
premature both for NRC to further interpret how the licensing rule 
is to be applied, and for the NRC to promulgate additional rules 

' in specific topical licensing areas. He added these ongoing 
activities by the NRC should be deferred until the DOE has 
collected more Yucca Mountain Site data. The astounding implication 
of his suggestion to the NRC is that the repository licensing 
regulations should be developed to fit the site's characteristics, 
after DOE has a better understanding of what might be the more 
troublesome aspects of its required demonstration to the NRC of 
reasonable assurance that the site's waste isolation performance 
will meet the regulations. He compounded this arrogant attempted 
invasion of regulatory objectivity and integrity by further 
suggesting that there be "collaborative interaction" among NRC, 
DOE, other federal agencies and boards, the State of Nevada, and 
the nuclear industry in "joint development of regulatory criteria."

The reassessment report states, "Regarding interactions with 
the Environmental Protection Agency, the DOE is reviewing the 
drafts of the revised standards in 40 CFR Part 191, in order to 
identify any concerns that could undermine DOE's ability to develop 
a repository or MRS facility." This statement reinforces our 
observation regarding DOE's newly emerging apparent concerns about 
the Yucca Mountain Site's ability to comply with regulatory
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standard*. Throughout the period of DOE's development of the Yucca 
Mountain Site Environmental Assessment and Sit* Characterization 
Plan, when the DOE was questioned about the site's ability to 
c o n f o m  with a yet-to-be-promulgated EPA standard, the response was 
that the site could meet any standard that might be established by 
EPA. Now, from this current statement, and those of other DOE 
representatives in the recent past, it appears that there is 
considerable concern about compliance, to the extent that DOE is 
seeking, improperly, to assure that the regulations fit what it 
believes to be the waste isolation performance characteristics of 
the site, regardless of what independent, objective health and 
safety and environmental protection criteria might otherwise 
require.

The presentation of Special Assistant Leo Duffy to the NRC is 
particularly revealing in this regard, as it relates to regulations 
involving the engineered barrier system at a repository. His 
statement on this matter is as follows:

"The Department believes it would be particularly useful to 
allow credit for an improved engineered barrier system (EBS) 
in the regulatory analysis to show compliance with the EPA 
total system performance standard. Specifically, credit should 
be allowed for the waste package for a life greater than 1000 
years. While it is understood that the present waste package 
performance requirement in 10 CFR Part 60 could be subject to 
varying interpretations, it appears that they preclude such 
a consideration. As stated earlier, it is premature to provide 
such prescriptive subsystem requirements until such time as 
we learn more about the capabilities of the entire waste 
isolation system, particularly the site." (emphasis added).

If, in fact, the DOE believes there is a need to revise the 
I regulatory framework in order to carry out its assignment to site 
'and develop a safe and acceptable high-level nuclear waste 
repository at Yucca Mountain, the only appropriate vehicle 
available to the DOE under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act to 
identify, describe and justify this need is the Mission Plan, as 
defined in the Act. In making individual, unilateral attempts at 
compromising regulatory commitment, objectivity and rigor, the DOE 
is, again, operating in a manner that is counterproductive to its 
stated goal of improving public confidence in the nation's ability 
to safely manage and dispose its high-level nuclear wastes.

In the DOE's approach to restructuring its program, the shift 
to an early emphasis on surface-based investigations is attributed 
in part to a new DOE responsiveness to suggestions made by the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the nuclear industry, and the State 
of Nevada. We are not convinced that the approach represents a 
response to some of our earlier suggestions along these lines 
because DOE's actual plans for restructuring of site investigations 
are not yet available. The DOE's proposed schedule appears to
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indicate that a revisad approach to surface-based work will be 
completed in Septeaber 1990, with naw ESF configuration decisions 
to follow, in Dacambar 1990. Until this new approach is reviewed 
in its entirety, it is not possible to determine whether such plans 
confora with acceptable standards of scientific investigation. It 
seaas unlikely that the approach conform» with Nevada’s earlier 
suggestions regarding the need to coaplete critical and 
conservative scientific evaluations related to known disqualifying 
site characteristics prior to initiating the exploratory shaft 
prograa. This conclusion is based on the short period of time 
scheduled, between January 1991 and November 1992, for surface- 
based testing "aiaed specifically at evaluating whether the site 
has any features that would indicate that it is not suitable as a 
potential repository site." The period of time scheduled for such 
work is insufficient to carry out the intense data collection, 
analysis and evaluation necessary to support any additional 
potential suitability, or unsuitability, determinations. 
Furthermore, there is no information in the plan regarding how such 
a determination will be made prior to DOE's crucial decision to 
initiate an exploratory shaft.

i By all appearances, the rescheduling of surface-based testing
and tha beginning of ESF construction, at best, reflects DOE's 
latest estimate of what progress is achievable under the current 
circumstances of its program planning and status (e.g.,

: availability of site study plans and an acceptable quality 
I assurance program). It does not reflect a new commitment by DOE to 
: dedicated scientific investigation and rigorous evaluation of 
I results prior to a decision to return to its ESF construction 
initiative. Rather, it suggests that within a 20-month period 

: following the start of surface-based testing, the program will be 
j ready to return to business-as-usual, with the interim period 
, having been applied to some potentially useful data collection that 
I was planned to be accomplished by DOE in any event. In reality, the 
I planned effort involving surfaca-based work is not likely to 
provide the DOE with a basis for early determination of potential 
site suitability that is any better substantiated, or any more 
meaningful, than the Preliminary Determination of Suitability by 
the Energy Secretary in Kay 1986 that accompanied his 
recommendation of three Candidate Repository Sites in Nevada, 
Washington and Texas.

10
The proposed schedule for transportation planning and 

implementation, including the resolution of institutional issues 
with affected states and local governments, lacks definition in 
respect to shipaents to a repository. Given the known complexity 
of the transportation issue, the delayed date for repository 
operation should not be considered by DOE to be a justification to 
slow or defer ongoing work and involvement of local governments, 
including continued consideration of requests by eligible local 
governaents for "affected" status. The period of time for planning 
transportation to an MRS has been shortened by about four years,
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and th« plan provid«« no recognition of this fact and it« potential 
impact on aff«ct«d «tat«« and local conmuniti««.

Th« reassessment report describes th« Department's new 
position on development of a Monitored Retrievable Storage 
facility, which includes seeking congressional removal of the 
statutory linkages between repository progress and MRS siting and 
development, and modification of the MRS capacity limits. Also, it 
further reinforces the Department's preference for an MRS sited in
a volunteer_state through the efforts of the Nuclear Waste
Negotiator.fin any case, the report emphasizes that the Department 
believes operation of an MRS facility is achievable on a schedule 
that conforms to the expectations and needs of the utilities. What 
the report does not reveal, but was stated by Mr. Duffy in his 
presentation to the NRC is, "Key to [spent fuel] acceptance [at an 
MRS] in 1998 will be expedited licensing of the simplest possible 
MRS facility.” He suggested that the NRC review its two applicable 
regulations "to see if the licensing process could be streamlined." 
Once again, this is a topic that is appropriate for identification, 
evaluation, and justification in a comprehensive Mission Plan, and 
certainly should be brought officially to the attention of the 
Congress prior to any deliberations regarding amending the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act provisions regarding MRS linkages to repository 
program progress, in simplest terms, such a process is critical to 
informed decision-making, and such perceived needs must be 
presented and justified by the Department in a form that is 
accessible to the Congress when it is involved in policy 
considerations.

Nowhere in the reassessment report is the State of Nevada's 
and affected local governments' statutory program oversight role 
acknowledged. Instead, it appears to have been deliberately 
ignored. The State and local governments are mentioned only as 
being included among institutional matters with which the 
Department must deal. The State's legitimate oversight role has 
been affirmed by federal court action. The DOE must acknowledge 
this role and permit it to be carried out in a meaningful manner 
by all affected governmental units.

CONCLUSION

Without question, the reassessment report is intended to 
outline a fresh start at a failed high-level nuclear waste 
management and disposal program, yet it does not recognize the full 
spectrum of th« institutional, technical, financial and political 
complexities of such an undertaking. Interestingly, except the fact 
that Yucca Mountain has not been removed from repository site 
consideration, this report could be an initial basis for developing 
a Secretarial recommendation to Congress regarding how to initiate 
a nuclear waste management and disposal program.
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Г Th* proposed schedules, which Nevada was requested to review,
I are as lacking in comprehensive programmatic bases as the report 
itself. For this reason, and the numerous reasons incorporated in 
this review, if it is the DOE's desire to pursue implementing a 
revised program of waste management and disposal involving the 
Yucca Mountain Site (which Nevada believes to be an imprudent 
objective), the Department should make a clean start at such a 
program. This requires nothing short of first preparing a thorough 
and comprehensive Mission Plan for the program, and then submitting 
it for public review and comment and congressional acceptance, as 
required by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The intent of these comments is to point out that the 
Secretary's approach to developing a national nuclear waste 
management and disposal program that, in fact, can be executed is 
incomplete, misdirected, and demonstrates an arrogant and willful 
misunderstanding of the regulators' proper role in protecting 
public health and safety and the environment. In its conception it 
represents nothing more than yet another patchwork attempt by DOE 
to "fix" the most obvious, while ignoring the most fundamental 
problems of the program.
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January 12, 1990

Tht Honorable James 0. Watkins 
Secretary of Energy 
1000 Independtnce Avenue 
Washington, OC 20585

Dear Secretary Hatklns:

The National Association of Regulatory Utility Comlssloners (NARUC) 
through Its Subconalttee on Nuclear Haste Olsposal - Nuclear Issues has read 
with Interest the "Report to Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian 
Radioactive Haste Manageaent Program." As "watchdog* for the nation's 
electric ratepayers, we applaud the candor with which you have completed the 
review, and strongly support your efforts to rapidly restructure the program. 
At least twenty-four billion dollars of ratepayer funds are at risk. NARUC 
looks to you as Secretary to ensure that these monies will be wisely managed 
and result In a safe and timely resolution to the nuclear waste problem.

Haste Program flntli

NARUC 1$ generally In agreement with the corrective measures you outline
i in the report. However, we are convinced that the department's general goal 

of establishing public confidence In the nuclear option must necessarily be 
preceded by a program to re-establish confidence In the Department Itself. 
Hhlle NARUC applauds your current attention, we believe that It Is this 
responsibility, not mentioned anywhere la the report, that Is essential If any 
vital public confidence in the reliability of federal disposal plans 1s to be 
generated.

NARUC pledges its support to this effort. However, we must advise that we 
cannot dismiss the failed plans and Inefficient spending, and will look to you 
as Secretary of the Oepartment to Insure that ratepayer funds are used wisely 
In safely disposing of nuclear waste.

Management Structure

NARUC believes your measures to restructure the program's management are
2 on target. He are all too aware that failed schedules and cost overruns are, 

based on our experience with nuclear powerplant construction programs, the 
first Indications of troubled manageaent. Implementing Independent aanageaent 
review, Increasing direct-line reporting, gaining control over contractors,

An AMraitfhrt AdkntBfiMl Opportunity Employ«
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and revising management controls i n  oeasures we strongly support «s 
fundamental necessities. Needless to say, а ми 0CRM4 Director, with direct 
accountability to and support of the Stcntiry, must b* appointed as soon as 
possible.

3 I Н» await th* opportunity to review the final recommendations of the
Indépendant assessment of OCRHM, expected In January, 1990.

flMnclil Himgtment
4 ! ' No budget or revised cost estates appear In the Report. As we have

jcontinually advised the Department, major program revision without concurrent 
! consideration of prograa cost destroys OCRHH's credibility. He note that a 
jcost baseline will be Issued In the spring of 1990. However, the expenditure 
: of ratepayer funds oust not continue to be treated as an afterthought If the 
: prograa Is to succeed.

In a slallar vein, the Issue of defense contributions to the nuclear
5 waste fund oust be addressed. This funding inequity has brought NARUC to 

court In the past. He look to your leadership to help fashion an affirmative 
solution to this troubling problem.

Monitored Retrievable Storaaa

6 The NARUC has never taken a position on the need for or value of an MRS 
tacuity. It IS, we belt«*«, mi lapuiiant technical end national policy 
Issue. He would again note that, for an HRS to make a contribution to the 
overall disposal orograa, the OOE oust aeet an MRS delivery schedule that Is 
closely correlated to the availability of utility storage capacity.
Otherwise, ratepayers who pay once for national disposal and pay a second tlae 
for at-reactor storage, will be asked to pay a third tlae for an HRS prograa 
that Is delayed beyond utility deadlines for Its use.

Ne have enclosed the coments of Commissioner Patricia Qualls of 
Arkansas for your consideration. NARUC offers Its assistance and 
encouragement in your restructuring effort. He will be happy to discuss these 
comments with you at your convenience.

Michael McK. HIIson. Chairman 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Subcommittee on Nuclear Haste Disposal - 

Nuclear issues 
National Association of Regulatory Utility 

Commissioners

Enclosure
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January 12,1990

Hie Honorable James D. Watkins 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue SW ~ 
Washington, D.C 20585

Dear Mr. Secretaiy-.

Per your request, the Western Interstate Energy Board has reviewed DOE's 
proposed revised repository schedule, as described in the Report to Сопрев on 
Rtatsestmau o f the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Propam. The Board has 
limited its review to the transportation implications of the schedule. This letter 
highlights die key points in the detailed comments (attached) of the Board's High- 
Level Radioactive Waste Committee.

Although the repository schedule has slipped seven yean, the transportation 
program bas been accelerated five yean by DOE's préposai to begin accepting waste 
at a monitored retrievable storage facility (MRS) as early as 1998. Unless DOE is 
able to guarantee that the MRS wffl not be located in the West and that no western 
reactors will be shipping to the MRS when it opens, the entire transportation 
program must be in place in the western states by 1998. This major acceleration of 
the transportation program will require the commitment of significant additional 
resources to DOE’S transportation program and to the states.

Hie Board’s High-level Radioactive Waste Committee has recently completed 
its strategic plan and schedule for die transportation program, using 2003 as the 
target date for die beginning of shipments. The strategic plan shows that there is 
no slack time on die critical path for transportation, even with a 2003 start date. If 
shipment»'«« to begin in 1998, certain transportation activities which would be 
conducted more efficiently in sequence must now be done in parallel Other 
activities must receive additional DOE resources so that they can be accomplished in 
less time.

The attached Committee comments discuss diese activities in detail.
However, I would like to highlight one area -  route selection. In March 1988, after 
several years of thoughtful analysis, die Board adopted a resolution asking DOE to 
immediately assume responsibility for identifying routes for repositoiy shipments 
well before die repositoiy begins operations. In 1988, die Western Governors’ 
Association also endorsed the concept of early route selection by DOE. As described 
in the attached Committee comments, route selection is a potential bottleneck in the
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entire transportation progum. This it even more m e if shipments jre to begin in 
199S, rather than 2003. Current federal tew requites shippen to ndtify sates only 
seven days before a shipment. Therefore, abort of a change in existing law, die 
only way die needs of western states for early route identification can be met is if 
DOE, as die shipper, agrees to select tontes well before shipments begin. The 
Committee believes it м у  be more productive and mutually bmefirial if DOE 
voluntarily awimrs the responsibility for eady route selection responsibility, rather 
than changing die law.

The Board strongly recommends that you make die development of a safe, 
publicly acceptable transportation system a top priority in die repositoiy program. 
The key areas requiring state and DOE action over die next 12 - 18 months are: 
developing route selection criteria; planning for emergency response training; 
scoping of training under Section 180(c) of die Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments 
Act; and incorporating WIPP lessons learned to date. The necessary activities in 
each area are described in detail in die attached Committer comments. DOE should 
continue and strengthen its commitment to work with regional groups and expand 
its program to allow for direct participation by individual states.

H e western states will continue their cooperative efforts with DOE to ensure 
that the full transportation program is in place before shipments begin.

Sincerely,

lO/c&â̂
Richard H. Watson

Enc. High-Level Radioactive Waste Committee's comments



WESTERN INTERSTATE ENERGY BOARDS 
HIGH-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE COMMITTEE

COMMENTS ON DOE'S 
REPORT TO CONGRESS ON REASSESSMENT OF THE 

CIVILIAN RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAU

JANUARY 1990

The Western Interstate Energy Board, an association of sixteen western states, has 
been working cooperatively with tfae Department of Energy oo radioactive materials 
transportation tones for five yean. Most of die Board's work on this issue has been 
conducted by the High-Level Radioactive Waste r>—iini— The Board supports the 
Committee's following detailed comments on die transportation implications of DOE's Report 
to Conptts on Reaaeamem o f the Civilian Radioactive Watte Management Program.

Although die repository schedule has slipped seven yean, die transportation 
program has been accelerated five yean by DOE's proposai to begin accepting waste at a 
monitored retrievable storage facility (MRS) as earfy as 1998. Western states could

I experience spent fuel shipments as early as 1998 unless die MRS is located in die East and 
western reacton are prevented from making early Aipmwin to die MRS. DOE cannot 
guarantee either of ¿ese conditions -  1) DOE has no control over die Nuclear Waste 
Negotiator’s siting activities and 2) waste pickup schedules established by DOE could be 
altered by utilities trading their pickup rights. Therefore, under DOE's proposed schedule, 
the entire transportation program needs to be in place in die western  states by 1998. This 
major acceleration of the transportation program wffl require die commitment of significant 
additional resources to DOE’s transportation program and to the states. These comments 
focus on die changes that must be made in die development of die transportation system if 
shipments are to begin in 1998.

The Committee has recently developed a strategic plan and schedule for the 
transportation program, using 2003 as the target date for the beginning of shipments. The 
Committee's strategic plan, which is more detailed than die transportation component of 
DOE's revised schedule, shows that there is no slack time on the critical path for 
transportation, even with a 2003 start date. If shipments are to begin in 1998, certain 
transportation activities which would be conducted note efficiently in sequence must now 
be done in parallel Other activities must receive additional DOE resources so dut they can 
be accomplished fa less time. The key near term activities are: developing route selection 
criteria, preparing for emergency response training, defining die scope of Section 180 
training; and examining WIPP lessons learned. These activities are discussed at die end of 
diese commfnts.

A detailed revision of die Committee's strategic plan b  needed to account for die 
new repositoiy opening date and the possibility of an MRS. However, die current version 
of die strategic plan is attached to these «www»««« to illustrate die areas in which 
transportation activities must be compacted.
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Critical Path

! The Committee'! strategic plan identifies a critical path, based on the assumption
2  that shipments will stait in 2003. This section of the comments addresses the changes that 

would be needed in tbe critical path Ю accommodate DOE's revised schedule.

The critical path in die Committee's strategic plan stans with the studies needed to 
determine modal mix. Hie modal mix decision flows into route selection. Numerous route- 
specific activities must then take place. The next critical activity, in terms of timing, is 
training of emergency responden. The Committee estimated dût this sequence of activities 
would require a minimum of friw—я yean. DOE's proposed revision in die repositoiy 
schedule makes it necessary to condense many of diese activities. By splitting the 
transportation program into essentially two overlapping programs (to MRS by 1998, to 
repository by 2010), DOE's revised schedule makes it possible to conduct cenain activities 

j in parallel.

From the Committee's perspective, route selection is a major potential bottleneck in 
i die transportation program. Sutes and local governments cannot begin many of their 
. preparations for shipments until the routes are determined. For example, if emergency 
‘ response training is conducted before routes ate selected, DOE, states, tribes, and local 

governments would be required to expend significant resources training responden along 
; routes that will not be used for repository shipments. Under current federal law, the needs 
I of western states for early route identification can be met only if DOE, as the shipper, 

agrees to select routes well before shipments begin.

DOFs proposed schedule calls for die development of only a legal weight track cask 
I for shipments to die MRS. Therefore, selection of highway joutes to die MRS can be 
. conducted while DOE continues studying modal mix issues for shipment to the repositoiy.
: Development of highway route selection criteria should be started immediately (early 1990). 

The entire highway route selection process (including state alterations to the national 
route) must be conducted in much less time than provided in die Committee's strategic 
plan. DOE will not have the luxury of waiting until any challenges to its route selection 
criteria are resolved before applying diese criteria to potential routes.

Although the most efficient use of resources night dictate that potential routes not 
. be examined until an MRS site is selected, DOE’s compressed schedule simply does not 

provide enough time for this because shipments would begin only 2  1 /2  yean after the 
MRS license application is submitted. Therefore, it will be necessary to begin examining 
potential routes from all candidate MRS sites as soon as diese rites aie identified (Much 
1993, by DOE's schedule). Routes must be selected from each reactor to each potential 
MRS site, Cm all shipments that could impact western dates. (The Committee does not 
represent non-western states and does not make any « и м » »  on die need for, or 
desirability of, selecting routes bom eastern reacton to eastern MRS candidate sites;] The 
route for each origin/destination pair must be by die time aa MRS site is selected
(sometime between March 1993 «Лип candidate sites are identified, and June 1994 when a 
draft environmental impact statement is issued).
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After the routes are identified, route-specific emergency response earning activities 
! must be started immediately. The Committee has determined that a minimum of four yean 

vrill be necessary to conduct route-specific baseline surveys and needs assessments, develop 
route-specific training plans and schedules, and conduct actual training. If the toutes are 
finalized by the time the MRS site is selected, there will be just enough time ¿  complete 
mining before shipments begin in January 1998. These emergency response iaming 
activities cannot be satisfactorily compressed. As a result of western state experience with 
training for shipments to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the Committee has already 
recommended to DOE that mining for repositoty shipments be incorporated into the 
normal mining cycle -  not acromptished in e two-week blitzkrieg in each «täte.

The entire route selection process has been extremely compressed -  from eight yean 
to four yean. DOE must make route selection a top priority and devote significant 
additional resources to this activity in order to complete it on time. Although analyzing 
routes for multiple candidate MRS sites may seem inefficient and expensive, the 
alternative -  delaying route selection until an MRS site is «elected -  would be even more 
expensive. If route selection is delayed, the only way shipments could begin in 1998 would 
be to conduct route selection and emergency response mining in parallel. Emergency 
responden would have to be mined on all possible routes. The added expense of mining 
along multiple routes is likely to far outweigh the increased costs of analyzing additional 

I routes.

Activities Not Currently on «te Critfc.1 P«th

Compressing the entire program will place many currently non-critical-path activities
3 on a new critical path. A cursory gjance at die strategic plan shows that the eight yean 

preceding the repositoiy opening date are a time of intense activity in virtually aspects 
of the transportation program, DOE's proposed schedule essentially places die program 
today at the point marked 199S on the Committee’s strategic plan. Therefore, activities on 
all parts of the transportation program «nil have to be atañed over the next one to two 
yean. Work must then proceed steadily on all of these Activities if die transportation 
program is to be in place by 1998.

Two activities which could affect most, or all, of the remaining transportation 
activities must be completed as soon as possible -  1) lessons learned from die WIPP 
transportation program and 2) définition of the breadth of mining required under Section 
180(c) of the Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act. *

Some lessons have already been learned from WIPP. FM example, WŒB prepared a 
report for DOE on which aspects of die WIPP emergency response training worked well and 
which could be improved for future emergency response training under Section 180(c).
After WIPP shipments begin, additional information will be available on vehicle inspections, 
die use of safe parking areas, and other issues. States and DOE should each prepare 
reports on the lessons they have learned from WIPP and incorporate diese lessons in the 
MRS shipping campaign. These reports should be completed as soon as possible after W1PP
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! shipments begin, and updated as more experience b gained, «о dut the high-level waste 
shipment» can benefit from die knowledge obtained through die WIPP campaign.

The other activity that could influence many other aspects of the transportation 
program is die scope of training under Section 180(c). To date, DOFs attention has been 

j focused on emergency response training -  an item on the Committee's critical gath. 
However, Section 180(c) abo requires DOE to provide technical assistance a«Ffunds'to 
states for training in the "procedures required for safe routine ttansponatioaVlhe 
Committee has submitted a report to DOE on die range of activities that-could be eligible 
for training assistance under Section 180(c). As soon as possible, DOE should determine -  
with input from die sates, tribes and load governments -  die scope of training to be 
provided. Until die training areas are it is not possible to determine which other
aspects of the transportation program «vin be dependent upon training under Section 
180(c), and therefore, might become part of die critical path.

Near Term Activities

i ~ The above discussion demonstrates that DOE's proposed revised schedule will create 
a need to accelerate the transportation program. This section lists the major activities that j would be required of DOE and die states over die next 12 *18 months.

Route selection -  DOE must begin developing highway route selection 
{ criteria immediately, to that they will be finalized by March 1993, when it

will be necessary to begin applying the criteria to potential routes to the 
candidate MRS sites. As previously recommended by die Committee, die 
development of die criteria will require consultation with states and other 

I interested parties.

j Emergency response training -  DOE and the states must start the generic
assessment of die types of emergency response mining courses existing and 
needed. The Committee's strategic plan shows that several emergency 
response training activities must precede die route'-spedfic training activities, 
which should start in 1994 (when die MRS rite is selected). Because the 
Committee believes that diese non-route-spedfic activities wfl] require four 
yean of work, the fint activity in the sequence (generic assessment of 

! training courses) should be sorted immediately.

{ Sminn 180(c) scope -  DOE should draft a position on the types of training
that will be covered under Section 180(c). States, tribes and local 
governments should be given die opportunity to work with DOE in defining 
this position.

WIPP lettons learned -  DOE should prepare a report on die lessons It has 
teamed to date from developing the shipping campaign for WIPP, to that 
these lessons can be incoiponted in the MRS shipping campaign. Anas to 
be addressed include emergency response training, ttate/fedeial coordination
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on emergency preparedness, route selection, certification of shipping 
containers, aiu) public information/education. After die shipments begin, a 
supplemental report should document die experience with die operational 
phase of die program. Western states have already written a report 
describing some of the emergency response lessons learned. States need to 
expand their focus to systematically evaluate all aspects of the WIPP 
transportation program to date. like DOE, the states will need to 
supplement this report after shipments begin.

fVwyhwirni

The Western Interstate Energy Board and its High-Level Radioactive Waste 
Committee look forward to continuing their cooperative relationship with DOE. Although a 
great deal of work must be completed over die next few years, we believe that with good 
planning, it will be possible to develop a safe, publicly acceptable transportation system in 
time for shipments to a monitored retrievable storage facility.
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NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE STUDY COMMITTEE
A Nevada citizens committee for a responsible repository policy

January 12, 1990

The Honorable James Watkins 
Secretary of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue SH 
Washington D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on 
1 DOE/RW-0247, the Reassessment of the C.R.W.M.P. we

believe it is a well thought-out, clearly articulated 
document. The plan, its time line and objectives, seem 
clear, sound and realistic. We support it.

I would also like to add that we support the efforts of 
your department to encourage two-way communication. It 
is beneficial for all of the parties concerned with the 
proposed Yucca Mountain repository. We hope all 
interested parties have the same opportunity to 
communicate their views.

As a citizen of Nevada, and as Co-Chairman of the 9,000 
member Nevada Nuclear Waste Study Conwiittee, I am most 
pleased with the renewed dedication of the Department 
of Energy to investigate the scientific facts necessary 
to determine whether Yucca Mountain is a safe site for 
the repository. The MNWSC wants the facts to determine 
actions at Yucca Mountain, not the emotional rhetoric 
from those opposed, or in favor, of the project.

The NNWSC believes that a comprehensive and thorough
2 scientific investigation of Yucca Mountain is the only 

basis for making any decision on the site's 
suitability. For this reason, and only this reason, we 
would like to see the state of Nevada grant the 
necessary permits.

In order to determine the facts, the NNWSC can 
understand the need for litigation by the U.S. Attorney 
General. However, we feel it is unfortunate that our 
taxpayer dollars, dollars we pay as residents of Nevada 
and as citizens of the United States, are being spent 
on unnecessary legal actions. Again, we believe that 
the state should grant the permits in order to 
facilitate scientific investigations.
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Our state's leaders make an issue out of the fact that 
since our state has no nuclear plants, we should not be 
responsible for storing nuclear waste. The repository 
is not just a state problem, it is a national dilemma.

The members of the NNWSC understand that nuclear power 
is the nation's second largest producer of electricity, 
and that it is a critical element in our nation's 
energy mix. We feel that nuclear energy, and a 
long-term waste storage facility, are essential not 
only to our nation's long-term energy needs, but also 
as a mitigator for air pollution, acid rain and global 
warming if it exists.

One-other point needs to be made; we support the 
objective of hiring a Nuclear Waste Negotiator. If 
scientific investigations conducted by your department, 
in conjunction with other credible independent 
scientific bodies, determine that Yucca Mountain is a 
safe and suitable site, the citizens of Nevada should 
receive extensive benefits. We are being asked to 
shoulder a tremendous burden; we should be properly 
compensated for it. We trust the Nuclear Waste 
Negotiator will understand our position.

The other parts of your proposal appear to be directed 
at the internal operations of DOE. As an independent 
businessman, as a newly elected board member of the las 
Vegas Chamber of Commerce and as the head of an 
independent political action group, I understand the 
leadership requirement and support you in your quest to 
establish an operational program that will fulfill the 
mission you have been assigned.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your plan. 

Sincerely,

■ M r o e r K T T D i c k i n s o n

Se->Chairman
Nevada Nuclear Waste Study Committee



Am erican Committee 
On Radw aste D isposal 
ACORD
c/o Edison Electric Institute 
111119th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C 20036

January 12,1990

The Honorable James D. Watkins 
Admiral, U.S. Navy (Retired) 
Secretary of Energy 
Washington, D.C 20585

Dear Admiral Watkins:

Electric utilities with nuclear energy programs appreciate the efforts you have made 
to review and reshape the civilian high-level radioactive waste management program. 
Without the involvement of senior governmental officials, such as yourself, the Nation will 
not succeed with the important task of high-level radioactive waste disposal.

We have read with great interest your Report to Congress on Reassessment of the 
Civilian Radioactive Watte Management Program and are pleased to submit the enclosed 
Response. Generally, we approve of your plan, but it is only a good first step. Гш sure 
you wffl agree that there is still much to be done to implement successfully the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act

Over the last two years, I bave had the honor to serve as Chairman of the 
American Committee on Radwaste Disposal, the electric utility chief executive body formed 
to promote progress in the civilian high-level radioactive waste management program. As



Adminl Watkins 
January 12,1990 
PageTtoo

my service comes to an end this month, I want to personally thank you for your efforts 
in punuing progreu in this vital program. I know ¿ a t  the facnming AGORO Chairman, 
Alan J. Keesler, Chairman of Florida Power Corporation, is looking forward to continuing 
the process ACORD has initiated.

We encourage you to move forward with your plan.

Sincerely,

William W. Beny 
Chairman, ACORD 
Chairman, Virginia Power

WWB/skm

cc: Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management 
U£. Department of Energy RW-1



AMERICAN COMMITTEE ON RADWASTE DISPOSAL 
RESPONSE TO THE 

SECRETARY OF ENERGY’S REPORT TO CONGRESS ON REASSESSMENT 
OF THE CIVILIAN RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

SUMMARY

The Department of Energy (DOE) has, over the yean, made tome progrès« along tbe 
difficult path defined in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended. Specific 
examples are the completion of the original Mistión Plan, Environmental Assessments 
and Presidential decision on naming sites for characterisation, the Site Characterization 
Plan for Yucca Mountain and detailed characterization Study Plans. However, electric 
utilities with nuclear energy programs, their customen and rate regulators are deeply 
concerned about the delays in the civilian high-level radioactive waste management 
program.

Recent experience and lack of progress at the Yucca Mountain site, does not leave us 
encouraged. Concern has grown that the over S 4 billion paid into the Nuclear Was» 
Fund thus far wül become a lost investment, because DOE may be unable to live up to 
the Congressional mandate to develop and operate a civilian high-level radioactive 
waste management system. DOE has been unable to obtain the needed environmental 
permits from the State of Nevada, unable to put a proper quality assurance program in 
place, and unable to create the type of organization with the requisite management 
skills needed to carry this vital program forward.

The Secretary of Energy’s November 29, 1989 Report to Congress on Reassessment of 
thfc Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program (Report) is a good first step of 
many needed to build credibility in the program. The Secretary and the Department 
must take actions aimed at revising the program's structure, organization, approach and 
culture. The Report lays out a plan DOE can .use to overcome the many obstacles that 
are preventing the program from moving forward. It is unfortunate that the plan also 
further delays the repositoiy opening by another seven years, but it does propose many 
changes to die program that have been sorely needed for a long time. Many are 
consistent with those pointed out to DOE by the electric utilities in the past. The 
industry will follow the program closely and вШ hold DOE accountable for progress 
and ultimate success. In this context, it should be noted that the Secretary of Energy 
has the ultimate responsibility for the program’s success. The industry would like to be 
as helpful as possible, but will not hesitate to use any means available to promote
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program progress and protect the electricity consumer. If DOE does not begin to 
accept spent nuclear fuel on January 31, 1998, a funding mechanism must be developed 
to accommodate the additional costs of at-reactor spent fuel storage that will be 
incurred by electric utilities after that date.

DOE must approach the civilian high-level radioactive waste management program with 
a much different attitude than has been exhibited in the past. The civilian high-level 
radioactive waste management program must rise above DOE's business-as-usual 
treatment and be accorded a status within DOE and the federal government consistent 
with the importance of the program to the Nation. First and foremost, the Secretary 
must remain closely and personally involved. DOE’s past plans have not worked out, in 
large part, due to lack of active support by former Secretaries of Energy. Second,
DOE must aggressively manage tbe program. There are many opportunities for other 
parties to thwart this program. DOE must anticipate these actions and plan according
ly. Third, DOE should hasten the appointment of the new Director and put in place a 
more effective management structure as soon as practicable. Fourth, the program must 
use only those organizations and individuals that have proven to be effective and have 
the ability to serve the interests of the program and must acquire staff or a manage
ment contractor that can provide the requisite skills needed by the program, most 
notably in project management, nuclear regulation and licensing, and nuclear quality 
assurance. Fifth, as this program is expected to last many decades, once the appro
priate changes are made, DOE must ensure continuity of the management structure 
over the long term, so program goals can be achieved in a timely manner.

The Report indicates that DOE can begin accepting spent nuclear fuel in 1998 only by 
way of an MRS that is not linked in its schedule to the repositoiy. The Nuclear Waste 
Negotiator is essential if this is to occur.

The civilian high-level radioactive waste management program is the single most 
important task for which DOE is responsible that will lead to reestablishing the nuclear 
energy option for the future. It is too important to leave to the "business-as-usual" 
treatment it has received in the past It is time for DOE to recognize the needed 
changes, make those changes and aggressively implement the program.

INTRODUCTION

The American Committee on Radwaste Disposal (ACORD) is pleased to have the 
opportunity to submit these comments on behalf of electric utilities with nuclear energy 
programs in response to the Secretary of Energy’s Report to Congress on Reassessment 
of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program. ACORD is the senior electric
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utility body formed to promote progress in the civilian high-level radioactive waste 
management program. ACORD provides policy guidance to the industiy associations 
that have nuclear waste and transportation responsibilities' and interacts with the 
highest levels of government on these matters.

PERSPECTIVES ON RADIOACTIVE WASTE

There are three fundamental perspectives on safe management of radioactive waste to 
which electric utilities with nuclear energy programs ascribe. First, the Nation must 
pursue a timely program with the objective of permanent disposal of radioactive waste. 
Second, an interim facility, such as a Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) facility, is 
technically sound in concept and would be a safe and environmentally sound means of 
providing storage until such time as a repository becomes operational. Third, at- 
reactor storage of spent nuclear fuel, until a repositoiy or MRS facility becomes 
available, is technically sound and environmentally safe.

> The restructured civilian high-level radioactive waste program wQl effect not only 
'electric utilities, their customers and rate regulators, but will also have a strong 
influence on whether the nuclear energy option will be available for the nation in the 
future. When he announced the Secretaiy’s plan for the civilian high-level radioactive 
waste management program. Deputy Secretaiy of Energy W. Henson Moore said 
"we.-realize that we must solve the nuclear waste problem if the public is to accept 
commercial nuclear power” (emphasis added).

GENERAL RESPONSE

l 1 We compliment Secretary Watkins on his efforts, as reflected by this reassessment and 
on the candor with which the findings are reported^ While the electric utilities are not 
pleased with the announcement of a substantial delay in the scheduled start date for 
repositoiy operation, we are encouraged by the actions outlined in the Report to 

I restructure the program. Fu ¿eimore, the actions identified in the Renort with respect 
to Yucca Mountain and the Monitored Retrievable Storage facility are generally 
appropriate and, if properly executed, can lead to overall success of the program.

'American Nuclear Eneigy Council, Edison Electric Institute, EEI/Utility Nuclear 
Waste and Transportation Program (EEI/UWASTE), Electric Power Research Institute, 
Nuclear Management and Resources Council, and U.S. Council for Energy Awareness. 
Edison Electric Institute provides staff and secretariat services for ACORD.
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It is our view that tbe DOE civilian high-level radioactive waste program is technically 
sound. Some of the Nation’s finest scientists and engineers are at work in this program. 
Our criticisms of the program have always been in the management of these technical 
resources. We are pleased that the Secretaiy’s proposed changes focus on the 
management of tbe program and institutional relationships. With regard to these 
changes, oui concerns are primarily with implementation, which in itself will determine 
the success or failure of the program. Tbe DOE’s past performance does not en
courage us.

Electric utilities with nuclear energy programs, their customer:, and m e regulators hbvt 
seen elaborate plans prepared by DOE for its civilian high-level waste management 
program before. Unfortunately, the plans alone have not been sufficient '.o move the 
program forward. Sufficient commitment from senior management at DOE, other 
agencies and the Administration has been the missing ingredient. Secretary Watkins 
has referred to his plan as representing the steps he has "...taken to ensure that the 
Department achieves its goal...” For DOE to implement successfully his plan, Secretary 
Watkins must remain closely and actively involved. The civilian high-level radioactive 
waste management program will be successful only if sufficient attention is devoted to it 
at the highest levels of the federal government Electric utilities with nuclear energy 
programs have a responsibility to their customers to follow this program closely and jUl 
hold DOE accountable for its progress and ultimate success.

Electric utilities have been closely following DOE’s implementation of the civilian high- 
level radioactive waste management program since long before the passage of the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act in 1982. Over the years, the industry has made numerous 
recommendations aimed at improving the program. The Secretaiy’s Report incor
porates many improvements. Initiatives outlined in the Report are a welcome recogni
tion that change is needed.

If the Nation is to develop successfully a safe, environmentally sound, publicly accep
table civilian high-level radioactive waste management system, the program must be 
given the highest priority within the federal government It must rise above business-as- 
usual at DOE and not be subjected to the bureaucratic treatment that it has received in 
the past Because of its relationship to cuuent and future electricity supplies, the 
civilian high-level radioactive waste management program must be managed in a 
manner exemplified by a strong National commitment.

The Secretary’s Report indicates that DOE wQl be revising the schedule, cost and 
technical baselines for the entire program. The near-term schedule shows that these 
will be completed by tbe end of June 1990. This is extremely important and the 
indusuy will follow progress on these activities closely. At each step in the process, 
DOE must be sure that it is ready, in all respects, to move on to the next step. This 
requires a properly managed program that is characterized by logically sequenced
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activities; this has not always been tbe case. DOE must issue the various reports that 
have long been outstanding: Mission Plan Amendment, Fee Adequacy Report, Project 
Decision Schedule, etc.

5 The Secretary's Report is silent on cost Ibis is an important matter that should be 
addressed early in the process. As a start, DOE should reduce its overhead for this 
program significantly and begin federal payments into the Nuclear Waste Fund for 
disposal of defense wastes in the civilian repository.

f 1 Under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act and the Standard Contract (10 CFR Part 961), 
DOE is obligated to begin taking spent nuclear fuel from electric utilities by January 31, 
1998. By that time, electric utility customers wOl have paid S 8  - 10 billion to DOE If 
DOE does not meet its obligation, additional costs for at-reactor storage will be 
incurred. If DOE does not begin taking spent fuel by January 31, 1998, a funding 
mechanism must be developed to accommodate the cost of this additional storage.

The announcement of an additional seven-year delay in the program (with the prospect 
of additional future delays) is significant Both the near and long term implications 
could be serious. In the months and years ahead, as the industry monitors DOE's 
progress against the plan, the industry will be considering further its polines and 
positions, and will communicate additional recommendations and take actions, as 
appropriate.

SPECIFIC RESPONSES

The actions and milestones identified in the Report must be achieved to build cred
ibility in the civilian high-level radioactive waste management program. The following 
discussion provides specific recommendations to assist the Secretary and the Depart
ment to that end. Ibese recommendations focus on the elements of the Secretary’s 
plans and expands on them, where appropriate. It must be strongly emphasized that

7 the actions in the Secretary's Near-Term Decision Plan must be successftilly completed 
by the end of 1990 (less than twelve months from now) to permit the start of new site 
characterization work at Yucca Mountain by January 1,1991. DOE must move 
expeditiously to complement the plan.

5



aj New Director

Management

Tbe appointment of a new Director is long overdue and uust be made immediately. It 
is essential that the Director have unimpeded access to, and the complete support of, 
the Secretary of Energy in carrying out the objectives of this important program. In 
this context, the new Director should not only "—have tbe freedom to propose program 
changes in addition to those discussed in [the] report," but should abo have the strong 
support of the Secretary in his efforts to adopt and implement them. The Secretary 

I must remain closely involved with the new Director.

QCRWM Management Bfflmffliring

The recent implementation of "direct-line reporting” by the Manager of the Yucca 
9 Mountain Project Office (YMPO) to the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Manage

ment (OCRWM) at Headquarters is a major step forward for the program. However,
* significant restructuring of all program elements (Lb, Regulatory, licensing, MRS, 

Transportation), including sorting out the responsibilities and relationships at and 
between OCRWM and YMPO, are still required if any true benefit b to be realized. It 
b absolutely essential that dear lines of management, authority, and accountability be 
instituted. The level of contractor support should be adjusted as discussed below. An 
assessment of the management structure of the civilian high-level radioactive waste 
management program b taking place and final recommendations will be available to 
DOE later thb month. The outcome of thb restructuring effort should recognize the 
need for project-oriented management that b  consistent with the site characterization 
activities presently required, as well as managing other aspects of the program. It b 
abo essential that these changes, or any other reorganization, not be finalized until the 
new Director b appointed and has had an opportunity to determine whether or not the 
proposed changes are acceptable to him. The electric utility industry has learned 
difficult lessons and has acquired valuable experience on thb subject at some cost 
through its many years of nuclear power plant construction. The Department would 
benefit from a senior-level industry review of the proposed restructured management 
scheme prior to its implementation.

10
Contractor/Participant Support

The industry has long held that contractor/participant support to the program has been 
excessive, duplicative, and financially wasteful of electricity consumer resources. While 
a reduction in the number of contractors/participants associated with thb program b no 
doubt warranted as work b deferred (as described in the ReportV it b abo warranted

6



as a matter of sound project management. DOE must assert greater management 
control over tbe National Laboratories, reduce tbe number of Laboratories involved, 
and consolidate overall management of the scientific effort. Also, a consideration in the 
selection of new, or retention of current, contractors/participants should be their 
experience on projects that were brought to a successful result rather than their comfort 
with ongoing research programs. Other opportunities to reschedule activities consistent 
with needs as mandated by the new program schedule should also be pursued.

П  ̂Maraefr.;r!t Controls

Tbe management controls that are now being implemented appear to be a step in the 
right direction. The manner in which they are ultimately used in managing the program 
will, in the end, determine their usefulness. Tbe schedules for other government 
agencies that are or will be involved in this program, such as the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of Transportation 
and Department of Justice, to name just a few, should be reassessed immediately and 
more closely integrated into the current planning and scheduling system. The Secretary 

.of Energy should take initiatives to assure support from the Administration and from 
other agencies that are associated with this program.

Revised Schedule

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended, requires the Department of Energy 
to begin taking spent fuel no later than January 31,1998. In 1987, DOE slipped 
operation of the geologic repository to 2003. The Secretary's revised schedule calls for 
operation of the repository to begin in 2010. This represents a twelve year delay in 
initial repository operation in a program that has been in existence for only seven years.

12

13

14

Given what has been observed over the years, we reluctantly agree that the new 
schedule appears to be more realistic than previous schedules. However, there is 
serious concern, given the DOE's history, that the program will not be able to adhere 
to the new schedule. The industry will be closely monitoring DOE's progress on this 
jew  schedule and will be taking actions to encourage compliance with the new sche- 
dule. DOE, to build credibility should revise the Standard Contract (10 CFR Part 961) 
to include performance standards, near and long term milestones and a right for 
industry review.

There is no indication that DOE has looked seriously at contingency planning to 
provide early response capability in the event activities do not proceed as scheduled. 
Given the numerous uncertainties that lay ahead, this should be an essential part of the 
process.

7



¡ We support DOE in its recognition that initiatives must be taken in order for it to 
15 achieve any schedule improvements. The industry is particularly pleased that DOE will 

be taking a more assertive posture with the NRC and EPA. (It must be pointed out, 
however, that the rulemakings referred to in the Report must be initiated just to avoid 
further delays.) DOE must go further. It must create an integrated regulatory effort 
that critically reviews regulatory requirements, data needs, etc Such an effort would 
identify what is needed to meet each regulatory requirement or, alternatively, what 
appropriate changes should be made to the regulations prior to data acquisition. To 
accomplish this, DOE must acquire either staff or a management contractor with the 
requisite skills to interact successfully with the regulatory agencies. This talent is 
lacking in the program as it now stands. This is also an area in which the electric 
utilities have accumulated considerable experience and an area in which they are willing 

I to assist DOE.

16
Nuclear Waste Negotiator

The Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1987 provided for the appointment of a 
Nuclear Waste Negotiator to negotiate the siting of an MRS and/or repository. This 

; was to be a one time Presidential appointment for a five year period beginning 30 days 
I following the passage of the Amendments Act Two years have elapsed and the 
I position remains vacant While the appointment of the Nuclear Waste Negotiator is
I long overdue, we are pleased that DOE is now proceeding with efforts directed toward 
¡ this appointment Negotiation with a volunteer state or Indian Tribe is the path most 
: likely to lead to siting the MRS. DOE and the Administration must pursue this
i appointment aggressively. Furthermore, the Administration should assure that the 
j  Nuclear Waste Negotiator has broad bipartisan support so that he or she can act
I effectively in identifying a candidate site for the MRS.

17

Scientific Investigation of Yucca Mountain

The primary objective of the Yucca Mountain Project is to characterize the site. While 
this effort is not a construction project, as pointed out by the Secretary, neither is it a 
basic research project It requires good scientific techniques together with dedicated 
project management.Technical issues must be identified, defined, analyzed and then 
resolved. Effective management and program leadership must embrace scientific
investigation, while making reasonable progress in resolving technical issues. DOE 
must achieve a balance between the competing desires of scientists who would like to 
pursue research that is of personal and professional interest, and the need to investigate 
and resolve specific questions that are important in achieving progress toward the 
scientific task of evaluating the characteristics of Yucca Mountain to determine its 
suitability as a waste repository.

8



It is imperative that DOE gain access to the Yucca Mountain site for the purpose of 
site characterization as soon as possible. We believe that the decision to request the 
Department of Justice to initiate litigation against the State of Nevada to obtain the 
necessary environmental permits is an appropriate, although unfortunate, action. The 
schedules accompanying the Report indicate that a decision on the Nevada Permit 
Litigation was reached by the Secretary in October. A major milestone in October 
shows initiation of interactions between DOE General Counsel and the Department of 
Justice. We understand, from the schedule, that DOE will file suit this month (January 
1990) to obtain the environmental permits from the State of Nevada. We regard this 
action as an important indicator of the Secretary’s resolve and commitment to the 
DOE’s new schedule.

Also, it must be emphasized that such an effort should be directed toward all State 
permits whose applications are pending. Applications for any other permits needed for 
site characterization work should be promptly submitted so that DOE, as soon as 
possible, can judicially challenge Nevada’s expected failure to an  on such permits.

Site Access

Early Evaluation of Site Suitability

19

20

DOE has decided to focus on surface-based testing aimed specifically at evaluating 
whether the site has any features that would indicate that it is not suitable as a 
potential repositoiy site. Early determinations on tbe principal, potentially disqualifying 
conditions are appropriate and should be pursued. However, die pacing activity for 
final determination of site acceptability is the below ground activity. Both surface-based 
examinations and below surface activity should proceed in parallel. The réévaluation of 
the exploratory shaft facility design should be completed as early as practical to permit 
the below ground effort to be initiated at the earliest possible date.

The development of a methodology for early evaluation of disqualifying conditions is a 
major element to achieve the desired determinations. The utility fiinded effort of the 
Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) on the development of such a methodology is 
a vital link for industry and government to work together toward this common goal.

The start of new site characterization work will be a significant milestone regardless of 
whether it is surface-based or underground. The target date of January 1,1991 for this 
effort makes it one of the early target dates on the new schedule. Achieving this 
milestone is very important for the program. Serious contingency planning is needed in 
the event that Yucca Mountain is found to be unsuitable.

9



Deferral of Site-Specific Design Activities

2 j Given the announced schedule delays, we believe that it is appropriate for DOE to 
evaluate all activities and reschedule them consistent with overall project requirements. 
We further believe that the development of a detailed schedule baseline with rationale 
for all proposed activities, including future site specific design work, and adherence to 
such a schedule will be important to success of the program.

Monitored Retrievable Storage

22
The industry fully agrees with DOE that the "primary objective of the program is to 
develop a licensed geologic repository for the permanent disposal of spent fuel by 
January 31, 1998.” The MRS is not a substitute for the repository. However, in light 
of the announced schedule delay of seven additional years for initial operation of the 
repository, the timely operation of an MRS facility takes on greater importance for the 
success of the program and DOE’s ability to meet its statutory and contractual obliga
tion. The current schedule linkages between the repositoiy and the MRS facility would 
make it impossible for the DOE to accept waste at an MRS facility by 1998. This 
linkage problem was recognized by the MRS Review Commission and it concluded that 
there is no technical basis for the linkages and that a linked MRS cannot be justified.

An MRS site located through negotiation with a volunteer state or Indian Tribe appears 
to be the most likely way to achieve success. This requires the appointment of a 
Nuclear Waste Negotiator. As stated above, DOE must pursue this appointment with 
vigor. DOE’s MRS siting efforts should only be directed at supporting the Nuclear 
Waste Negotiator. Once a volunteer has been identified, Congress should then be 
asked to modify the linkages, as appropriate.

The industry stands ready to support and aid the Department in developing a program 
for an integrated MRS for interim storage. Early demonstrated success of a major 
program element is crucial in building credibility in the civilian high-level radioactive 
waste management program. Schedule slippage that delays MRS operations beyond 
1998 will result in increased expenditures for on-site storage capacity and reduce the 
effectiveness of the MRS as an integral part of the waste management system.

10



CONCLUSION

DOE is faced with many significant challenges. One is to build credibility for the 
civilian high-level radioactive waste management program. The Secretary of Energy’s 
November 29, 1989 Report to Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive 
Waste Management Program is a good first step toward that end. It lays out a plan 
that DOE can use to overcome the obstacles that currently block success in implemen
ting the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended. DOE must now act This 
Response of the electric utilities with nuclear energy programs provides additional 
recommendations to DOE that will assist it in meeting this challenge. Electric utilities 
with nuclear energy programs, their customers and rate regulators are deeply concerned 
about the civilian high-level radioactive waste management program. We would like to 
b* ш i eîpfuî as possible and will not hesitate to use any means available to promote 
progress and protect the electricity consumer. We encourage DOE to implement the 
Secretary’s plan and move forward with the civilian high-level radioactive waste 
management program.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments.
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USCEA
Ьсс: Mr. Samuel Rouaso

Mr. Allan Benson i

U S Council tor EntrÇY AMTtness S* «И
17761 SIM КИТ 

ПМдоКШМ!
aaizacm

Harald В. Лпд«г 
A M M «M C M £ a o M O Ia r

January 16.1990

Admire! Jame« Waddna 
Secretary of Energy

Washington, DC 20583

Re: Иервя to Congress o b  Reummcnl of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
Program.

Dear Mr. Secretary:

The U.S. Council for Energy Awareness (USCEA) provides information on energy issues, with 
emphasis on the importance of electricity and the roles of nuclear energy and coal in providing

É I examines technical issues related to die peaceful uses of nuclear technology. This letter 
mined in response to the above referenced report, and is an endorsement of the letter and 
lents submitted by die American Committee on Radwaste Disposal.

I We commend you for your efforts fa the reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste
2 ! Management Program. We believe high priority must be placed on moving ahead with 

I examination of the Yucca Mountain site and its evaluation as possibly the nation's first 
! permanent repository for spent fuel. The comprehensive scientific examination you have
> proposed is certainly essential aid should proceed expeditiously. We are distutbed by the 
substantial delay in the start of operation of the repositoiy, but, we recognize that the new 2010 

. date is a carefully considered one and, therefore, mould be an achievable date.

3 We also endorse the decoupling of the Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) facility from the 
repository schedule. We are pleased with the commitment that the MRS should be available for 
accepting spent fuel in January 1998 as a means to meet the contracted provisions for waste 
acceptance by the Department of Energy. However, die Report fails to include any provisions or 
contingencies if this u  not accomplished.

4  We endorse the Report fa the areas of reorganization, better management, and early assessment 
of site suitability. These are only achievable provided schedules are set and adhered to, cost 
projections are established and maintained, and top Department of Energy management is 
involved. Obviously, it will taSce strong, centrally managed, technically competent DOE and 
contractor organizations to implement this difficult program.

5  USCEA believes dut a technically aound, quality assured, timely, high level waste management 
program is critical to achieving tlie continu.1 and long term benefits of nuclear energy. We are, 
therefore, ready and willing to assist DOE on the waste program as well as on various other

Siects of nuclear energy fa the months ahead. If you have any questions or desire additional 
ormation or other help, please let us know.

Sincerely,



United States Department of the Interior
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
HESTON, VA 22092

o m c s  or n a  Mueren

In Reply Refer To: 
WGS-900068 
Nall Stop 106 16 JAN «990

Nr. Samuel Rousso
Acting Director, Office of Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management, RW-1 

Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Rousso:

This 1s 1n reply to a letter of November 29, 1989, from Secretary Watkins 
requesting any conments that we may have on the schedules In the Department of 
Energy’s (DOE) Report to Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive 
Waste Management Program.

I First, let me say that we find the entire report very positive, constructive, J and refreshingly realistic in its outlook and approach. We heartily endorse 
it, and will do whatever we can to assist you In its Implementation.

I When the Nuclear Waste Policy Act was passed in 1982, we felt that In view of
i the geologic and hydrologie investigations that would be needed for licensing 
a repository, the original schedule was unrealistic and virtually impossible

I to meet. Our concerns then as well as more recently have focused on the time 
allowed for some of the scientific investigations, particularly hydrologie 
testing in the unsaturated zone where hydrolog1c4techniques and models are on 
the frontiers of research.

Thus we were very pleased to see the statement In the report that ’The 
Secretary also recognizes that the program Is not simply a construction 
project, but a scientific endeavor of critical significance to the Nation’s 
ability to safely manage and dispose of nuclear waste, and to the 
reestablishment of confidence In the nuclear energy option 1n the United 
States * * *. Consequently, the Secretary Is committed to ensuring that 
scientific Investigations be the focal point of the program to ensure that the 
results are technically sound and uncoupled from a scheduling process that 
constrains the time required for gathering sufficient information.*

We also endorse the early search for potential site disqualifies such as
2 volcanism, faulting, and seismicity as Identified by the Nuclear Regulatory 

Comission In their Site Character Analysis (NUREG-1347). However, some 
questions regarding the suitability of the site «re not likely to be fully 
resolved until significant amounts of new data have been collected and 
analyzed. Some of this may depend on studies In underground workings.



2

Tbe new emphasis on Increased surface-based testing In advance of the 
exploratory shaft and underground testing Is In accord with normal practice In 
the Mining Industry. Mining companies try to obtain sufficient information 
from the relatively Inexpensive surface-based Investigations to determine if 
the auch юге costly underground exploration by shafts and tunnels Is 
warranted. At Yucca Mountain, what will be learned froa the surfaced-based 
studies can only 1»prove the planning for the underground test facilities and 
the design of the repository and Its engineered barriers, and му alert us to 
problems of which we are not yet aware.

In summary, we strongly support the new stretched-out schedule and Increased 
emphasis on the scientific aspects of the program.

Sincerely yours

Dallas L. Peck 
Director



WILLIAM McCOUAM. jr.. P r « * * «

EDISON ELECTRICINSTITUTE The association ol electric companies

1111 IMhSVMLHW . 
MMMxgnn. D C 20038-3691 
M: (202) ?7e-6444

January 17, 1990

Tha Honorable Jases 0. Watkins 
Secretary of Energy 
Washington, D. C. 20585

Dear Jims

Thank you for your November 29, 1989 letter requesting Edison 
Electric Znstitute (EEI) comments on your Report to Congress on 
Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program. 
EEI fully endorses the Response to your Report. made on January 12,

1 1990, by the American Committee on Radwaste Disposal on behalf of 
electric utilities with nuclear energy programs.

Edison Electric Znstitute is the association of electric 
companies. Its members generate approximately 78 percent of all the 
electricity in the country, and service 74 percent of all ultimate 
customers in the nation. Its members include the majority of 
electric utilities that hold contracts with DOE for disposal of spent 
nuclear fuel.

! In summary, EEI supports the program changes contained in your
2 Report as a good first step. However, We urge you to maintain your 
! close involvement in this program. Your continued attention is
critical for the program to succeed. A  capable Director should be 
appointed for the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, 
and the overall management of the program's scientific efforts should 
be consolidated. {Surface-based testing and below-ground activity at 

.[Yucca Mountain must proceed together and DOE should develop a
3 coordinated, integrated regulatory effort to determine what data is 
[needed to meet regulations. fTlso, the contracts with the electric 
futilities should be modified to include performance standards, near

4 and long term milestones, and an industry right to review the 
program.



The Hon. Jases D. Hatkins 
January 17, 1990 
Page Two

Finally, if DOE doe« not begin to accept spent i$iclear fuel by 
January 31, 1998, a funding mechanism must be —  developed to
accommodate the additional costs of at-reactor sperrt fuel storage 
that will be incurred by electric utilities after that date.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with these comments 
and encourage you to proceed.with your plan.

Sincerely yours

William McCollam, Jr

WM:skl

cc: Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management 

U.S. Department of Energy, RW-l



AMERICAN NUCL2A?. I

Edward M. Davis January 18, 1990
fm H tw

The Honorable Janas 0. Watkins 
Admiral, U.S. Navy (Retirad) 
Secretary of Вмгду 
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Admiral Watkins:

Cn behalf of the American Nuclear Pverqy Council and in support of tha 
Asarle» CSÄitbee en Rs&aste Disposal's (AOORD) fssssl cassants an tha 
Départaient of Qvergy's (DOE) "60 Day Report", I would Ilka to offer our 
undivided export of your efforts to redirect the civilian high-level waste 
management program.

№  Council appreciates this opportunity to review and eminent on DOE's 
! fonal reassessment of the civilian vasta prograa. Has Council, moreover, 

participated in and fully endores tha reocmnsndatiens and conclusions 
submitted to DOE by AŒR D  cn January 12.

Bia Council identified and noted three important areas in the "60 Day 
Report" which it would like to undersoœe as most essential to inproving 
program progress and credibility.

First, tha Secretar/ should ensure that the civilian waste piujrea is 
among the Department's top initiatives and that the Department's attention is 
focused on gaining access to and investigating tha Yucca Mountain site;

Second, the Secretary should ensure that, within the Department end 
0GWM, a management structure be established with clear lines of authority and 
accountability ; and

Third, the Department stauld continue to recognize and fulfill the 
statutory and self-isposed ccnmitments related to the tíbjectives and schedules 
of this program.

Again, ANSC greatly appreciates the opportunity to provide cannenta en 
the Department's reassessment plan and is encouraged that the changes will 
bring about positive results for this vital program.

President



UNrrtO «TAT«
NUCLEAR RIQULATORY COMMISSION 

« m w u m t o n .  в. с. нм*

January 25, 1990

енАШмдм

The Honenbla JHtt D. Watkins 
Secretary of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 20S8S

Otar Nr. Secretary:

We art responding to your November 29, 1989 request for the Nuclear Regulatory 
Coemlsslon's (NRC's) contents on sche&ilet Incorporated 1n the Department of 
Energy's (DOE's) 'Report to Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management Program." The schedules Incorporated 1n the DOC 
report show DOE starting the construction of the exploratory shaft facility 1n 
November 1992 and submitting Its license application to MRC In October 2001. 
This would «How approximately eleven years for the ongoing predícense 
application phase.

Ac Chairman Carr noted during Nr. Leo Duffy's December 20, 1989 briefing on
1 this subject, the Co«1ss1on 1s pit!lid with your coaHtment to ensure that the 

Scientific Investigations will be the fecal point for the restructured progrie. 
Aa DOE noted, this should help ensure that results are technically sound and 
uncoupled fron e scheduling process which might constrain t!« collection of 
sufficient Inforaatlon for a determination of site suitability and a thorough 
end complete license application.

We recognize the Importance of the activities DOE 1s planning 1n 1990 and 1991
2 to begin implementing its restructured program. The NRC Is cwmitted to 

rupportlng these activities by conducting reviews and Interacting with DOE as 
early and as often as needed. To help ensure that our planning and resource 
allocations aro edaquate to support DOE’s restructured program, It 1s 
Importint that 00E and NRC begin developing consistent, detailed 1990 and 1991 
•11 as tones end schedules for those activities where the NRC staff's Involvement 
will be necessary. He believe that early Interaction on the following Items
1s particularly Important: (1) event* necessary for meeting ttw September mo 
date for NRC's eççeotaw* *f 4hc Offlte of It VI lien kadloactlve Waste 
MenaуваШЧ quality assurance program; (2) «vents necessary to ensure adequita 
technical consultation through open meetings during NRC's ongoing refinement of 
Its regulatory requirements end auldancot (3) events necessary te support 
beginning surface-based testing in January 1991; end (<) events necessary to 
support beginning construction of tho exploratory shaft facility in Nn*e*ber 
1992. Nr. Robert N. la mero, n<rector of tlie Office of Nuelear Natorlal Safety 
and Safeyuarts. is the appropriate contact for staff initiating Interactions.



Tbc Honorable Jimi D. Kttkin* -2-

The schedules «lio include significant activities In the n i n  beyond 1991 In 
tti* «rt*i of licensing « monitored retnevabte itcri;« (MS) facility ind

3 certifying transport casks. In Iddltion to eamdments to the Nuclear Haste 
Policy Act, those activities «111 roquín productivo Interactions with the NRC 
tuff. For exemple, the reference schedule Indicates e period of IB nonztit for 
NRC to license the HRS'» duple receiving facility. The viability of such • 
schedule depends on the success of substantive review end certification 
ectlvltKi before reetipt of the №  license application in July 1995. No 
believe that staff Interactions should begin as soon as practicable to clarify 
«hat NRC activities would be necessary to support DOE's schedule.

The Comission continues to believe that our ability to coaiplete the repository 
review 1n the three-year time frame prescribed by Congress depends on the 
effectiveness of the pre«11cense application prograa. The Ceomisslon's 
previous comments on DOS's progrematic documents have Identified key action 
Items considered vital to achieve an effective pre*11cense application program. 
The Comission 1s encouraged that the restructured progrem reinforces DOE's 
previous coemltmtnts to early Identification end resolution of Issues through 
systematic consultations with NRC and early inplemention of a quality assurance 
program. However. 1t 1s not clear how the restructured program will address 
another key Item, development of a licensing support system. Future reference 
schedules should Include the design end development schedule for a licensing 
support syst' , consistent with OOE's revised schedule.

NRC will be prepsred to reassess the reference schedules as DOE completes other 
actions described In the report to Congress that may result in further ehsnges.

Sincerely.

Kenneth C. Rogers 
Acting Chainnan

cc: Office of Civilian Radioactive 
Vaite Manageaent



Southêm California Editon Company 
э  o. m i  i c o

ta«t WACNUT OMOVC AVCMUC
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IM Щ0 м м м м
rcxttmtwnci. February 20, 1990

Th* Honorable J i M i  D. Watkins 
Admiral, U.S. Navy (Rat.)
Secretary of Energy 
Washington, O.C. 20585

Dear Jims

I very much appreciate the candor and professionalism 
reflected in your "Report to Congress on Reassessaent of the 
Civilian Radioactive Haste Manageaent Program" dated 
November 1989. Under your leadership, it now appears that the 
Departaent of Energy has established realistic priorities and a 
auch needed focus to enable the Federal Goveraaent to aeet its 
obligations to the Nation to safely dispose of spent fuel and 
high-level radioactive waste.

Me at Southern California Edison support the coaaents 
subaitted on behalf of the nuclear utility industry by the 
American Coaaittee On Radwaste Disposal (ACORD), of which I aa a 
aeaber. These coaaents were provided in a letter to you froa the 
coaaittee chairman, Hr. Williaa Berry, dated January 12, 1990.

In addition to the ACORD coaaents, I strongly support the 
analysis in your report concerning the need for modification of 
statutory linkages affecting early iapleaentation of the 
Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) facility. Zt la essential 
that the Departaent of Energy begin accepting spent fuel by 1998, 
or as soon thereafter as possible, and MRS is the only vehicle 
which can permit that to occur.

Our ratepayers are currently investing approximately 
$50 million in modifications to the spent fuel storage facilities 
at our San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station to increase storage 
capacity. However, this investment «ill support additional 
unconsolidated spent fuel only until 2001. This is far short of 
the 2010 projected in your report as the earliest date for 
receipt of spent fuel at Yucca Mountain.



Th« H onorable J u u  D. W atkin« - 2 - February 2 0 , 1990

Zn your report you indicate that th« Department of Energy 
will «fork with the Congress to modify current linkages and 
constraints on MRS facility development. Ne support this course, 
and if we can be of any assistance in achieving your objective, 
please let me know.

Sincerely,

cc: William w. Berry, ACORD
Steven P. Kraft, EEZ

Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
U.S. Department of Energy RW - 1



NUCLEAR OPERATING CORPORATION
Fony  т RUOD—

rtbruary 21, 1990

В  90-0041

The Honorable Janea D. ttotidna
Secretary of Biergy 
ttoahingtcn, D.C. 20S8S

Dear Mr. WhtJdns:

Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Ocxpcratlcn (K2CC) ia the opens ting utility 
far the Vtolf Creek Generating Station. Oi behalf of the owners and 
ratepayers who provide revenue to the Nuclear (taste Fund, ЮЮС offers these 
cómante an the Report to Congress on Пмимииг, of the Civilian 
Radioactive M ute Managenant Program (DGE/HW-0247).

ЮЮС fully endorses the response to your report, aede on January 12, 1990, 
by the Anadean Gamittee on Ratfcesta Disposal an behalf of electric 
utilities with nuclear masgy program.

ЮСС further n*iasi>:es the iiqpartanoe of developing nenagenertt controle to 
1 inprove reporting mechanic« and evaluate costs and schedules, making clear 

and evident progress toward the dewelopnent of the Tkeca Maintain sice, and 
modifying thia current linkages betiwan tha repository and the MRS to allow 
POE to begin aooepting spent nuclear fuel by January 31, 19SB,

If DOE does not begin talcing spent fuel by January 31,1998, a funding
1 mechanism should be developed by DOE to accomodate the utilities additional 

costs of at-raactor spent fuel storage that will be inarmed due to DOE not 
meeting the legislated schedule.

V C N X  appreciate« the opportunity to provide you with these ocnaants, and 
fully expects a return far the liweetment being SPrtft in this progrm.

Sincerely,

Ptoreet T. Rhodes
Vioe-PresldsBt
TUjliissi lug ( Technical Services

ПЯ/asw
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пшсталтокк* February 22, 1990

The Honorable Janea D. Watkins 
Admiral, U.S. Navy (Retired)
U. S. Secretary of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington DC 20585

Dear Admiral Watkins:

REPORT TO CONGRESS ON REASSESSMENT OF THE CIVILIAN RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Public Service Electric t Gas Company (PSEtG) has two contracts 
with the United States Department of Energy (DOE) for disposal of 
Spent Nuclear Fuel and/or High Level Waste (SNF/HLW) from the 
twin Salem units and Hope Creek Unit 1. These contracts obligate 
the DOE to accept title to the SNF/HLW and provide disposal 
services after commencement of facility operations, not later 
than January 31/ 1998. To date, PSEtG has paid approximately 130 
million dollars into the Nuclear Waste Fund and continues to 
fulfill its monetary obligation as specified in the contract. We 
have reviewed your "Report to Congress on the Reassessment of the 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program" with respect to 
the DOE's contractual obligations and are pleased to submit these 
comments for consideration in the implementation of this program.

PSEtG is distressed by the announcement that the scheduled start 
1 date for repository operation will again be delayed from the year 

2003 until 2010. This is the second announced delay for the 
repository operation, the first being from the year 1998 to 2003. 
This waste progra^ has been in place for seven years but has 
already been delayed by 12 years with respect to repository 
operation after spending approximately 2.5 billion dollars from 
the Nuclear Waste Fund. However, we are pleased with your

2 acknowledgement of commitment to commence fuel acceptance by 1998 
by establishing an integrated Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) 
system. We accept this expression of commitment seriously and 
will ultimately hold DOE accountable for its progress and 
ultimate success.

With respect to the MRS, we believe that the obstacles you cited
3 in your report can be overcome to meet the 1998 target date only 

if this program receives your personal involvement in the process 
of MRS site selection and eliminating linkages to the repository.
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We feel that site selection is the critical phase of the MRS 
program. Your direct and early involvement in a major way will 
give the HRS program the much needed momentum to get started. We 
think that the two initial MRS tasks, i.e. site selection and 
elimination of MRS linkages to the repository imposed by the 
Congress must proceed rapidly and in parallel for the fuel 
acceptance date to become a reality. Additionally, we believe 
that your personal involvement will also set the proper tone and 
send a strong signal to the management and staff of the Office of 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) to work 
aggressively to meet your stated commitment and deliver a product 
Ito the utilities by 1998. In our opinion, the operation schedule 
of MRS appears realistic because this facility will be based on

4 proven technologies; hence it will face fewer licensing 
uncertainties. PSE&G i. :eds an operational MRS and is depending 
on its availability to meet our spent fuel storage needs beyond 
1998.

PSE&G is encouraged by the actions outlined in your report for 
restructuring the management of this program. We believe that

5 these actions are long overdue and therefore must be implemented 
as soon as practicable. We concur that the appointment of a new 
permanent director of the OCRWM is an important first step to 
steer the program towards success. In our opinion, the absence 
of such a director for the past two years has contributed in part
to the program's disappointing record. We also feel that the
other management restructuring actions such as direct line 
reporting, streamlining the use of contractors and more rigorous 
project management controls will have a positive impact on this 
program. These actions might make - the program more cost
effective and schedule conscious. We concur with your
recommendation for their rapid implementation.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments. 
Additionally, PSE&G also concurs with all the consents made by 
the American Committee on Radwaste Disposal (ACORD) to the DOE. 
PSE&G has actively monitored the waste program in the past and 
will continue to do so in the future. We will be pleased to 
support and assist the DOE in any way necessary to make this 
program a success.

Sincerely

С Allen Keesler (ACORD) 
Loring Mills (E E I )
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April 17, 1990
RBG-32,721
File NO. C25.6.2

The Honorable James D. Watkins 
Admiral, U. S. Navy (Retired)
Secretary of Energy 
Washington, D. C. 20585

Dear Admiral Watkins:

As Senior Vice President - River Bend Nuclear Group, I 
appreciate the opportunity to comment on behalf of Gulf States 
Utilities Company on the Department of Energy's recent Report 
to Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management Program.

Generally, Gulf States supports comments already made on 
this subject to you in January by Mr. W. W. Berry, Chairman of 
ACORD, and separately Mr. William McCollam, Jr. of the Edison 
Electric Institute. However, with specific reference to Gulf 
States and its Contract for Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel 
and/or High Level Waste with DOE (Contract /DE-CR01-84RW00010),
I must additionally state my company's concern with the effect 
of the delay in DOE's civilian high level radwaste management 
program on our own spent fuel management plans.

During construction of River Bend, Gulf States provided 
extended, densified on-site spent fuel pool storage capacity

2 which it considered more than adequate, considering the X998 
date for DOE to contractually commence receipt of its 
customers' spent fuel. Unfortunately, we estimate that under 
current operational and fuel design planning, River Bend will 
lose full core reserve (FCR) capability in 2007. This is 3 
years prior to the year DOE now estimates federal disposal 
facilities may begin operations. Under recently issued DOE 
Annual Capacity Reports, however, DOE on a planning basis has 
scheduled the first spent fuel receipt for River Bend in the 
8th year of disposal facility operation. This will present a 
severe storage capacity problem for us.
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I, therefore, suggest that during 1990, DOE move 
aggressively to develop funding, separate from the Nuclear

3 Haste Fund, to support utility efforts to accommodate the 
additional fuel storage at the reactor sites on a case-by-case 
basis. Such funding should not be an additional burden on 
nuclear utilities since it would be unfair to pay twice for the' 
sane service. This apparently will be necessary for Gulf 
States and other utilities prior to DOE's fulfillment of its 
contractual spent fuel/high level waste disposal services 
commitnants.

X believe this kind of funding support activity should 
begin prior to the comsencesent of DOE issuance of acceptance 
priority rankings and customer delivery commitment scheduling 
which are to begin in 1991-92 under the contract. By reaching 
formal understanding with individual customers while also 
dealing with the general need to move expeditiously ahead with 
the CRWM program as directed by law, DOE can better meet its 
customers' needs.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide these consents for 
your consideration.

Sincerely

J. C. Deddens

JCD/JEB/kaa



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL ?9C"C- -Cr.CV 
WASHINGTON. О С. :046C
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Honorable Janes D. Watkins 
Secretary of Energy 
Departnent of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Hr. Watkins:

This is in response to your letter of November 29, 1989, 
to Willian Reilly, Adninistrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), requesting comments on the Department's Report to 
Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management Program. In general, we believe that the planned 
restructuring of the program represents a reasonable response to 
the delays that have occurred in the effort to develop a geologic 
repository for spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive 
waste.

An overriding concern that we have, however, is that the 
report nay give the impression that the Department is changing 
its priorities away from developing a repository and towards 
establishing a temporary Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) 
facility. The Agency believes very strongly that the program 
should continue to be focused on developing a permanent 
repository for these dangerous materials as soon as practicable. 
We recognize that some amount of HRS capacity may be appropriate 
to manage spent fuel until a repository becomes available. 
However, we believe that great care nust be taken to ensure that 
such an HRS facility does not become a replacement for the 
ultimate disposal facility that is needed.

As the report points out, protecting public health and the
2 environnent while nanaging and disposing of radioactive waste is 

essential. Likewise, public confidence in the management and 
disposal strategy that the country pursues is vital. As you 
know, we are working to reestablish the environmental standards 
for disposal of spent fuel and high-level waste that were vacated
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and remandad by a Federal court in 198?. We believe that these 
standard* have an important role to play in building public 
confidence, and we vill keep your staff inferred of our progress 
in this effort.

Sincerely yours,

William c. Rosenberg 
Assistant Administrator 

for A ir and Radiation

cc: U.S. Departaent of Energy
Office of Civilian Radioactive Haste Management, RW-1
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January 23, 1990

Department of Enargy
Wasnmgton. DC 20505

T h «  Honore Заде» H. Bilbray 
B o u s e  of Rap., .«ent«tives 
Washington, D.C. 20515

D e a r  Congressman Bilbray:

T h a n k  you for your letter of November 30, 1989, 
regarding Admiral Watkins' recent "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of tha Civilian Radioactiva Waste 
Management Program."

T h «  Nuclaar Wasta Policy Aaendaents Act of 1987 
directed th« Department of Energy (DOE) to phase out 
site specific activities at all candidate sites other 
t h a n  the Yucca Mountain site. Based on preliminary 
evaluations, the DOE has no evidence to date that the 
Yucca Mountain site is unsuitable for further char- 
acterization. Unless our investigation of the Yucca 
Mountain site determine* it to be unsuitable for a 
repository, we would not propose, nor would current law 
a l l o w  us, to go back to the program of characterizing 
multiple sites simultaneously, i.e., the program prior 
to tha Amendments Act.

Recognizing the possibility that Yucca Mountain could 
b e  found unsuitable to host the repository, we plan to 
■upport the Nuclear Waste Negotiator, when appointed, 
in identifying alternative volunteer repository sites.

lincerely.

' -------------.
John c. Tuck  
Under Becretary



(larch 16, 1990

The Secretary et Energy
Washington. OC 20S8S

Th* Honorable Richard H. Bryan 
United Statt» Sonata 
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Bryan:

Thank you for your lottar of Deceaber 1. 1989, and other previous 
correspondance In which you raised concerns regarding the 
atructure and management of the Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management Program and other technical laauea.

1 believe the November 29, 1989, 'Report to Congress on 
Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Vaste Management Prograrr" 
responds to the technical and management issues that you have 
raised. On the basis of that report, I have instructed that 
modifications be made to the Yucca Mountain. Nevada, scientific 
investigation program In order to address fully the technical 
concerns raised by you and others about the suitability of the 
site.

As 1 have assured you before, if the scientific Investigation 
determines that the Yucca Mountain alee is unsuitable as a 
repository, the Departaent Immediately will cease Its activities 
at the site and report to the Congreaa as required by the Nuclear 
Uasta Policy Act of 1982, as amended.

Enclosed are the responses to the questions raiaed in your 
December 1, 1989, letter.

Sincerely,

. U.S. Navy (Retired)

Enclosure



QUESTIONS ГНОЯ 5P8ATOR BRYAN

Whet steps will DOE now tike to recover funds that have been wasted In this 
program if there was negligence or Incompetence avidant in tha work of tha 
contractors who hava concicted tha existing scientific studies?

In instances where a contractor’s performance does not comply with the tens 
of its contract with tha Department, reaedlas sight include termination of the 
contract for default, recovery of certain coats, and assessment of appropriate 
damages. The natura of tha contract, tha kind of vork performed, and the 
facts indicating negligence or Incompetence would all have to be examined to 
determine what remedies were available In a particular situation. However, 
the Department has no evidence of negligence or Incompetence in the work of 
contractors who have conducted existing eclentlflc studies.

2) Uhat is the total amount so far collected in the Nuclear Waste Fund, whet 
uncollected amounts are owed to the fund, and what amount has been exssndti 
fror the fund on the existing program?

Total aoour.t collected: $¿.798.080.000

Uncollected amounts: $1.531,836.000

Total amount, expanded: $2.37Д,597,000

Figures provided are as of October 31. 1989.

3) Of the expenditures from the fund, what amount has been spent by DOE 
directly and what amount has been expended through private contractors?

Of the total amount expended, direct DOE expenditures for Federal salaries and 
benefits total $87.676.000 for the period FY 1983 • FY 1989. The balance of 
funds have been awarded to contractors, grantees, and other Federal agency 
participants.

4) Please provide a list of the contractors who have participated on the 
program and the aggregate amount that each contractor has received fron the 
Nuclear Waste Fund and what work was performed.

Enclosed la a copy of tha December 1*19, CAO Quarterly keport on DOE's nuclear 
Waata Program (CAO/kCED-90•39) which discusses changas In wests program 
contracting patterns that hava occurred alnce tha enactment of the Nuclear 
Vaata Policy Amendments Act of 1(17 (HVFAA). While this Report da tails 
cumulative coata of contracta which «are active as of September Э0, 1987, as 
wall as cumulative costa of contracta Initiated subaequent to enactment of the 
NWPAA, it does not reflect tha aggregate amounta of contracta that had been 
completed prior to September Э0, 1917. We are In tha process of collecting 
that information mow.
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i ) Pitase provide a detallad explanation of the status of the existing data 
DOE has collected on Yucca Mountain. Will the existing data be utilized ir. 
the neu scientific analysis of the site, will it be entirely supplanted by new 
data, or will the existing data be used aelaetively in tha new prograa?

The Department expects to use such of the existing data for detailed planning 
of the scientific investigation prograa.

6) What effect will the further delay of the prograa have on its ultímete 
cost, and will the existing fee for the nuclear waste fund have to be 
increased over time to support the prograa?

The Departaent is in the process of detenlning the iapacts of the schedule 
changes announced In the "Report to Congress on Reassessaent of the Civilian 
Radioactive Vaste Manageaent Program." on the total systeir. life cycle cost tr.c 
the 1 Bill/'k'.’h fee. The results of thi* study will be available within the 
next several aonths The initial assessaent. however, is that the announce:
schedule changes do not significantly affect the 1 ttill/klTh fee.





Department of Energy
Washington. ОС 20585

JAN 2 9 ¡990

Mr. Jerry Millatt 
Chairaan
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe 
P.O. Box 68
Duckvatar, Nevada 89314 

Oaar Chairman Mi'.lett:

Thank you for your latter of December 4, 1989, to Secretary of 
Energy James Hatkina concerning the Tribe's request for affected 
status pursuant to the Nuclear Haste Policy Act of 1982, as 
amended.

The Department of the Interior has the responsibility for 
determining affected status and, I understand, is reviewing the 
Tribe's petition. The Duckwater Shoshone may participate in the 
program whether or not affected status is granted. Such 
participation may include requesting information and commenting 
on the Department's plans.

If I can be of further essistanca, please contact me.

Sincerely,

AcEXhg Associate Director for 
Program Administration and 
Resources Management

Office of Civilian Radioactiva 
Waste Management

ec:
V. Lavell, Department of the Interior



Th* Secretary of Energy
WMhmgiOA. DC 20585

M a r c h  19, 1990

Mr. Kenneth J. Neaeth 
Executive Director 
Southern stetee Energy Board 
3091 Governor« Lakes Orive 
Norcro», Georgia 30071

Dear Mr. Neaeth:

On Noveaber 29, 19(9, J sent to you tbe "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
Prograa," and asked for your coaaents on the schedules 
accoapanying the report. I want to thank you for the time 
and effort expended in coaaenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the prograa. Further, I want to 
assure you of ay continuing personel involveaent in and 
support of the prograa. Enclosed is a brief suaaary of 
coaaents received and near-tera actions accoaplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related coaaents 
received, the Departaent issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Teza Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. o (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other aonth as the prograa progresses.

The Departaent will address non-schedule-related coaaents 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public coaaent in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this aost iaportant 
national prograa.

Sincerely,

E n clo su res



Th* S r e r f r y el Energy
Waatangton. DC 205t5
K»rch 12. 1990

Иг. Robert N. Revert 
Chairman
Board of County Commissioners 
County of Nye 
Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Dear Mr. Chai man:

Thank you for your letter regarding the 'Report to Congress on 
Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program.*
1 understand that you have now received the report and that 
representatives of the Department of Energy (DOE) have discussed with 
you the issues raised in it. I regret any inconvenience caused by the 
delay in transmittal.

I very much appreciate your proposals for facilitating effective 
interactions between Nye County and DOE. Preliminary talks on this 
subject have taken place with staff from the Yucca Mountain Project 
Office, and 1 believe that it would be useful to continue the 
dialogue while we await the confirmation of the Director of the Office 
of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management. When the Oirector is 
confirmed by Congress, we will ensure that there is ample opportunity 
for Nye County representatives to establish a solid relationship 
with that individual, and also continue working with DOE Headquarters 
and the Project Office.

Let me assure you that my staff and I recognize the unique status of 
Nye County as the situs county for scientific investigations at Yucca 
Mountain. Your oversight is critical to the investigation process, 
and DOE will fully support this integral component of the program.
We also comend your objectivity 1n a sometimes adverse atmosphere.
Nye County's consistently constructive position exemplifies the 
ability to work cooperatively while maintaining absolute Independence.

The purpose of the restructuring contained In the Report to Congress Is 
to ensure closer coordination and communication between DOE and 
affected parties. I am с omi t  ted to ensuring that the process Is open 
and responsive to your needs. He look forward to working with you in 
the future as scientific Investigations proceed.



Kerch 19. 199C

Th* Secretary ot Energy
Washington. DC 20585

Th* Honorable George T. Row*
Mayor of Cali*nt*
P.O. Box 158
Caliant*, Nevada 89008

Dear Mayor Row*:

On Nov*Bb*r 29, 1989, I sent to you th* "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive waste Management 
Program," and asked for your comments on the schedules 
accompanying the report. I want to thank you for the tine 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the prograa. Further, I want to 
assure you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the prograa. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and n*ar-t*rm actions accomplished.

After due consideration of the sch*dul*-r*lat*d comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of th* Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and th* Scientific Investigation Plan 
R*v. о (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continu* to b* updated and released every 
other aonth as the program progresses.

The Department will address non-sch*dul*>r*lat*d comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this most important 
national prograa.

Sinc*r*ly,

E n clo su res



Th* Secretary of Energy
Washington. DC 20585

M u c h  19, 1990

Mr. Keith T. Whipple 
Chairman
Board оf County Coaaissioners of 

Lincoln County, Nevada 
P.O. Box »0 
Pioche, Neveda (9043

Dear Mr. Whipple:

On November 29, 19B9, I aent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reaaaeaament of the Civilian Radioactive Waate Management 
Program," and asked for your commenta on the achedulea 
accompanying the report. I want to thank you for the time 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to lat 
you know the atatua of the program. Further, Z want to 
aaaure you of my continuing peraonal involvement in and 
auppert of the program. Encloaed is a brief auamary of 
commenta received and near-term actione accompliahad.

After due conaideration of the echedule-related commenta 
received, the Department iaaued Reviaion 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Deciaion Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Inveatigation Plan 
Rev. 0 (Through Repoaitory Licenae Application) are encloaed. 
The Charta will continue to be updated and releaaed every 
other month aa the program progreaaea.

The Department will addreaa non-achedule-related commenta 
received on the Report in the Miaaion Plan Reviaion currently 
acheduled to be iaaued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your aaaiatance in this most important 
national program.

Sincerely.

Enclosures



March 19, 1990

Th* Secretary et Energy
Washington. ОС 20565

Hr. Bruc* L. Woodbury 
Coaaissioner
Board of County Сoaaissloners 
Clark County Bridger Building 
225 Bridger Avenu*
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155

Dear Mr. Woodbury:

On Noveaber 29, 19B9, I sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessaent of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
Program," and asked for your consents on the schedules 
accompanying the report. I want to thank you for the tine 
and effort expended in consenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the prograa. Further, 2 want to 
assure you of ay continuing personal involvesent in and 
support of the prograa. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
coaaents received and near-tern actions accoaplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related connents 
received, the Departaent issued Revision 0 of th* Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near T e n  Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and th* Scientific Investigation Plan 
R*v. o (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other aonth as the prograa progresses.

The Departaent will address non-schedule-related coaaents 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to b* issued for public conaent in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this sost iaportant 
national prograa.

Sincerely

E n closu res



Xarc.1-. 19, 1990

Tlw  Secretary of Energy
Washington. ОС 20585

Mr. Brad Hcttam
Board of County Commissioners
Esmeralda County, Nevada
Courthouse
P.O. Box 536
Coldfield, Nevada 89013 

Dear Mr. Mettam:

On November 29, 1989, I sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Haste Management 
Program," and asked for your comments on the schedules 
accompanying the report. I want to thank you for the time 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the program. Further, I want to 
assure you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and near-term actions accomplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. 0 (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other month as the program progresses.

The Department will address non-schedule-related comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this most important 
national program.

Sincerely

E n closu res



Hare-: 30. 1990

Th « Secretary of Energy
Жаьтядоп. ОС £Э5Ви

The Honorable Bob X'.ller 
Governor of Nivaaa 
Carson City. Nevada 89710

Dear Sovernor Miller:

The Deo«rwent of Energy (OOE) has reviewed the cements on its 
"Reoort to Congress on Reassessment of tne Civilian Radioactive 
waste Management Program" received from the State of Nevada's 
N u c ie ir waste Project Office. The report represents the 
culT.m ation o f a comorenensive reassessment of the Program ana 
identifies several initiatives tnat I have tauen to restructure the 
9roçram, -.o oui la  on tne progress ano scientific work to datt, anc 
to çî*. tne program moving forwaro in a focused and responsible 
manner. The reoort and the identified initiatives have received 
constructive comments and expressions of a willingness to cooperate 
from all responding except for Nevada's Nuclear Haste Project 
Office. The State's coaments are addressed in the enclosure to 
tnis letter.

OOE ч committed to the implementation of the Nuclear Haste Policy 
Act. as amended, as directed by Congress. We are committed to 
so lv in g  one of the major energy and environmental issues facing 
tnis country in a constructive and responsible wanner.

! nave provideo you ano the citizens of Nevada my personal 
assj^ancs tnat if scientific investigations indicate that tn< Yucca 
Mountain site is unsuitable for further investigation, I will not 
nes::ate to stoo all work at tne site end infora Congress in 
acciroance with the provisions of the Nuclear Haste Policy Act, as 
amenoed. To oate, however, the refusal of State officials to act 
on permits that are needed for site characterization activities has 
blocked the investigation that tne Nuclear Haste Policy Act. as 
anenoed. mandates. Hhen OOE is permitted to conduct the scientific 
investigation that the law directs, data will be reviewed as it is 
collected to detemlne the validity of the State's expresses 
concerns.

Sincerely

Enclosure



fc«srors-! (.-.aments fron; tne Stitt of Nevaoa’s Nuclear wastt 
.Лч* ’ôrTtne Report to concress on Reassessment эт tne 
.ly. nan aaaioactive «ни wanaoement yroorim

The State a f Nevaos s Nuclcar Waite Project Office maintains that DOE is 
reouireo to ". . . submit a new, comprehensive program Mission Plan, as 
proviaed by the Act before proceeding with implementation of tne 
Secretary's ne« plan."

Response:

There is no requirement for the Department to issue a new Mission 
Plan before proceeding with implementation of the Secretary’s 
initiatives. The Nuclear waste Policy Act of 1982 specified that one 
Mission Plan be prepared, be submitted in graft form for public comment, 
and be submitted to Congress. The Department Issued this Mission Plan in 
June 1985. The Department determined that amendments to the Mission Pi on 
were an appropriate mechanism for apprising Congress and the public of 
cnanoes ts tne Program. The November 29, 1989, report to Congress clearlv 
«•rvee tnat function, ana •*. is tne Oeoa riment's Intention to issue an 
uooatea version of tne Mission Plan incorporating those changes sy June 
1990. Issuance of a Mission Plan ««as never intenoeo to be a oreconomon 
to any Program change or to tne implementation gf any change.
Additionally, Section 301(a) of tne Nuclear waste Policy Act does not 
reouire congressional action to approve tne Plan.

The State's Nuclear waste Project Office asserts that ”. . . since tne 
Secretary’s plan restructures DOE's planneo site characterization program 
at Yucca Mountain, the existing Site Characterization Plan snould be 
considered invalid . . . ."

Response:

Tne Sits Characterization Plan (SCP) remains a viable doctnent which 
adeouate'iy ano completely describes tne full range of testing which may oe 
neeoee ts characterize the site. The Secretary's review of the prpgrair 
for site characterization focused on management readiness to proceeo witn 
tne scientific investigations planned for the Yucca Mountain candidate 
site, the schedule for these Investigations, and tne views expressed by 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), the Nuclear Haste Technical 
Review Board (tWTRB), the Edison Electric Institute (EEI), end the State 
of Neveda regarding the site characterization program. The technical 
adequacy of the studies described in the SCP has been generally supported 
by tne NRC and the EEI, which have recommenatS that DOE proceed with the 
program.

As discussed in the reoort to Congress, the Secretary's review led to tne 
development of a revised seouence for the scientific Investigations ano 
schedule for the overall repository Program, based in large measure on the 
detalleo Information oevelooed for the SCP *- information that led to a 
better understanding of tne activities to be conducted during site 
characterization and how long tnese activities ere likely to take. A 
cornerstone of this change 1s the initial ampnasis on surface-based 
testing focused on the early investigation of site suitability concerns. 
This emonasis on surface-beseo testing In advance of exploratory shaft



г

rancvbc.'.or. i» responsive to suggestions M d e  by EEI and the State of 
hevaot. ■: s - t *  na*. Invalidate the basts for identifying the site 
inform ation t o  be ootnneo during site characterization or DOE's plans for 
obtaining this infomation as described in tne SCP.

Nearly half c* the studies described in the SCP involve surf ace* based 
testing or monitoring activities essential to providing the Information 
needed to evaluate compliance with the regulatory requirements for site 
suitability «no licensing. The surface-based tests that ere 
expected to be the Initial focus for site characterization under the 
Secretary's new Initiatives are a subset of those tests described 1n the 
SCP. The Department has recently Initiated a review of the planned 
surface-baseo testing program to make sure that individual tests are 
appropriately seauenceo to provide the earliest possible Infomation on 
site conditions that may adversely affect performance and, therefore, be 
significant in terms of site suitability. The new focus on surface*baseo 
testine oses not mean that underground testing 1s now less imoortant. The 
Secretary's review of tne Program nas. in fact, led to an extension of tne 
scneoui* * 0'  tne in-situ testing program oescribeo in the SC? in oroer to 
permit sufficient time ts acQuire the neeoeo infomation.

g The State's Nuclear Haste Project Office asserts that ". . . the OOE's 
approacn to resolving the known and expecteo technical 1nadeouac1es of the 
Yucca Mountain site and their fatal Impact on repository licensing 1s 
nothing less than an arrogant invasion of regulatory objectivity and 
integrity . . . ."

■tesponse:

The department's approacn to resolving technical Issues 1s e x o H d t l y  
spelleo out *n the Site Characterization Plan which was Issued for comment 
in December 1986. The Department is in the process of resoonoing to 
comments received from interesteo parties. As noted 1n a previous 
resoonse. tie technical aoeouacy of tne proposed studies describee in the 
SCP has oeen generally supporteo by the NRC ano EEI, which have 
reccmmenoea tnat the Department proceed with the program.

The Deoarcnent's approach to tne 1eip1ementat1on of the redloactlve waste 
manaoement arogram has been dictated by Congress through the Nuclear Haste 
Policy Act. as amended.

Congress has directed DOE to conwct a scientific investigation of the 
suitability of the Yucca Mountain site. It 1s only by conducting the 
scientific investigation mandated by Congress that a determination of the 
suitability of the Yucca Mountain site can oe ande.



March 19, 1990

The Secretary of Energy
Washington. DC 20585

Mr. Michael Иск. Wilson 
Chairman
Public Servie* Comission 
Stare of Florida 
101 Eaet Caines Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-81S3

Dear Hr. Wilson:

On November 29, 1989, I sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
Program," and asked for your comments on the schedules 
accompanying the report. I want to thank you for the time 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the program. Further, I want to 
assure you of ay continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and near-term ections accomplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. 0 (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other month as the program progresses.

The Department will address non-echedule-related comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this most important 
national program.

Sincerely,

E n clo su res



M arch 19, 1990

Th « Secretary of Energy
Washington. DC 20585

Mr. Richard H. Watson 
Chairnan
Western Interstate Energy Board 
3333 Quebec Street 
Denver, Colorado 80207

Dear Mr. Watson:

On November 29, 1989, I sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
Program," and asked for your consents on the schedules 
acccspanying the report. I want to thank you for the ti?.e 
and effort expended in consenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the progran. Further, I want to 
assure you of ay continuing personal involvenent in and 
support of the progran. Enclosed is a brief sunnary of 
conjaents received and near-tarn actions acconplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related connents 
received, the Departaent issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Tern Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. о (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other nonth as the progran progresses.

The Departaent will address non-schedule-related consents 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public connent in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this nost inportant 
national progran.

Sincerely

E n closu res



M a r c h  19, 1990

Th# Secretary of Energy
Washington. DC 20585

Mr. t. Jamas Farland 
Chairman of th« Board, Präsident 

and Chief Executive officer 
Public Servie* Electric end Ces Company 
•0 Park Plate 
Newark, New Jersey 07101

Dear Mr. Ferland:

On November 29, 1989, I sant to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Haste Management 
Program," and asked for your comments on the schedules 
accompanying the report. I want to thank you for the time 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to lat 
you know the status of tha program. Further, I went to 
assure you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is e brief summary of 
comments received and near-term actions accomplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-releted comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. 0 (Through Repository License Application) ere enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and releesed every 
other month es the program progresses.

The Department will address non-schedule-related comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this most important 
national program.

Sincerely

E n c lo su res



March 19, 1950

Th* Secretary of Energy
Washington. DC 20565

Mr. Herold B. Finger
President and Chief Executive Officer
U. s. Council for Energy Awareness
Suite 400
1776 I Street, H.H.
Washington, DC 20006-2495

Dear Mr. Finger:

On November 29, 19B9, I sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessnent of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
Program," and asked for your consents on the schedules 
accompanying the report. I want to thank you for the time 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the program. Further, I want to 
assure you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and near-term actions accomplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. 0 (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other month as the program progresses.

The Department will address non-schedule-related comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this most important 
national program.

Sincerely,

Enclosures



March 19. 1990

The Secretary of Energy
Washington. ОС 20585

Mr. Dalla* L. Peck 
Director
ecological Survey
U.S. Departaent of th* interior
Mail Stop 106
Reston, Virginia 22092

Dear Mr. Pack:

On November 29, 1989, Z sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of th* Civilian Radioactive Hast* Management 
Program," and ask*d for your comments on th* schedules 
accompanying th* report. I want to thank you for th* time 
and effort expended in commenting on th* report and to l*t 
you know th* status of th* program. Further, Z want to 
assur* you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and n*ar-t*ra actions accomplished.

After du* consideration of the echedule-related comments 
received, the Departaent issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (H*ar Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. о (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other month as the program progresses.

The Department will address non-schedule-related comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this aost important 
national prograa.

Sincerely

Enclosures



March 19, 1990

Th* Secretary of Energy
WKMngton. ОС 20585

Mr. W i l l i »  MCCOllam, Jr.
President
Edieon Electric Institute 
1111 19th Street, N.M.
Washington, DC 2003S-3691

Dear Hr. McCollam:

On November 29, 1989, I sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
Program," and asked for your comment« on the schedules 
accompanying the report. I want to thank you for the time 
and effort expended in consenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the prograa. Further, I want to 
assure you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and near-tens actions accomplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. 0 (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other month as the program progresses.

The Department will address non-schedule-related comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in thia most important 
national program.

Sincerely,

Enclosures



The Secretary of Energy
Washington. DC 2058S

M ar ch  19, 1990

Mr. Edward H. Davie 
President
American Nuclear Energy Council 
410 First Street, S.E.
Washington, DC 20003

Dear Hr. Davis:

On November 29, 1989, I sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessaent of the Civilian Radioactiva Waste Management 
Prograa," and asked for your consents on the schedules 
accompanying the report. I want to thank you for the tine 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the program. Further, 1 want to 
aasure you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and near-term actione accomplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. 0 (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other month as tne program progresses.

The Department will address non-schedule-related comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this most important 
national program.

Sincerely

E n closu res



Th« Sccrctiiy of Емгду
Wasmngion. DC 20585

M a r c h  19, 1990

Mr. Kenneth c. Rogers 
Commissioner
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Mr. Rogars:

On November 29, 19B9, Z sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive waste Management 
Program," and asked for your comments on the schedules 
accompanying the report. 1 want to thank you for tha time 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the program. Further, Z want to 
assure you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and near-term actions accomplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. o (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other month as the program progresses.

The Department will address non-schedule-related comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this most important 
national program.

Sincerely,

E n clo su res



Th# Secretary of Energy
Washington. OC 20585

M a r c h  19, 1990

Mr. Howard P. Allan 
Chairman of th* Board and 

Chief Executive Officer 
Southern California Edieon Company 
P.O. Box 800
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, California 91770

Dear Mr. Allen:

On November 29, 1989, I cent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Haste Hanagenent 
Program," and asked for your comments on the schedules 
acco&panying the report. I want to thank you for the tine 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the program. Further, X want to 
assure you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and near-term actions accomplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. o (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated end released every 
other month as the program progresses.

The Department will address non-schedule-related comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this most important 
national program.

Sincerely,

E n clo su res



M a r c h  19. 1990

Tlw  Secretary of Energy
Washington. DC 20585

Kr. Forrest T. Rhodes 
Vic* President
Engineering and Technical Service*
Holt Creek Nuclear Operating Corporation 
P.O. Box 411
Burlington, Kansas 66839 

Dear Mr. Rhodes:

On November 29, 1989, I sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Haste Management 
Program," and asked for your comments on the schedules 
accompanying the report. Z want to thank you for the time 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to let 
you know the status of the prograa. Further, I want to 
assure you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and near-term actions accomplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. о (Through Repository License Application) ere enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other month as the program progresses.

The Department will address non-schedule-releted comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this most important 
national program.

Sincerely

E n closu res



March 19, 1990

The Secretary of Energy
Washington. DC 20SB5

Mr. William c. Rosenberg 
Assistent Administrator for 

Air and Radiation 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Rosenberg:

On November 29, 1989, I sent to you the "Report to Congress 
on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
Program," and asked for your comments on the schedules 
accompanying the report. 1 want to thank you for the tim« 
and effort expended in commenting on the report and to let 
you know th« status of the program. Further, I want to 
assure you of my continuing personal involvement in and 
support of the program. Enclosed is a brief summary of 
comments received and near-term actions accomplished.

After due consideration of the schedule-related comments 
received, the Department issued Revision 0 of the Scientific 
Investigation Plan (Near Term Decision Plan) on March 1,
1990. That chart and the Scientific Investigation Plan 
Rev. о (Through Repository License Application) are enclosed. 
The charts will continue to be updated and released every 
other month as the program progresses.

The Department will address non-schedule-related comments 
received on the Report in the Mission Plan Revision currently 
scheduled to be issued for public comment in June 1990.
Again, thank you for your assistance in this most important 
national program.

Sincerely,

E n clo su res


