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Eureka County 
Yucca Mountain Information Office 

P.O. 6 0 x  714 
Eureka, Nevada 89316 

website: www.yuccamountain.org 
Phone (775) 237-5372 FAX (775) 237-5708 

September 29, ZOO0 

Secretary 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington DC 20555 
Attention: Rulemaking and Adjudications staff 

RE:lO CFR Part 71 Major revisions to 10 CFR Part 71; compatibility with ST-1 - rhe IAE.4 
transportation safety standards I -  and other transportation salkiy issues 

Dear Secretary: 

Eureka County, Nevada, is an "aRected unit or  local govenment" under section 1 16 of the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act as amended. Eureka County i b  under consideration by the U S .  
Department of Energy for the construction of a rail line through the county to transport nuclear 
waste to Yucca Mountain. Interstate 80 also cuts through the nonhenl part of the county, and is a 
potential highway route. hi our oversight role to the Yucca Mountain project. we ax concerricd 
about actions aid potential actions by federal agencies Lvhich may affcct thc conditions under 
which nuclear waste could be trmspoi-tsd in Nevada. 

We have the following general commenis coiicerning the above referenced issue paper. and then 
comments related to specific white paper issues. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

In general, we support maintaining and strengthening rcgulations and rules 10 ensiutr: the highest 
protection of public health and safety. It was not always clear from the issue paper whether the 
proposal c\ ould strenghen or weaken the protection of public health and saf'ery in the United 
States. The issue paper should make this completely clear for each issue. 

We also have a general concern that the proposal to conform to intcrnational standards does not 
rake into account the special nature oftrmsportation in the United States. Whereas Germany is 
about the size of Oregon. transportation distance within and behveen the countries of Europe is 
much less than the estiinared 2,400 mile trip to Nevada from eastern power plant Ic~cations. We 
did not see discussion of the issues of distance or the possible differences between the United 
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States and Europe that could make adoption of these standards or porrions ol’them unwise for the 
United States. 

One of our primary concerns and perspectives is the possibility o t  being first responders to a 
radiological einergeiicy in a rural area. In our county, first respondcrs arc vol~mteers. Training is 
limited. These ruies should consider the lowest level of training for emergency response. and that 
the rules should be developed to protect emergency responders a i d  other personnel who could be 
cxpected to  be around these types of shipments. 

U’hile it is commendable that the XKC held more than one meeting about these proposed 
c h i g e s ,  i t  is unfortunate that the Gnal meeting, in Oakland. Ch was hcld just four days before 
the end of the comment period. The tightness of that timing is a challenge for rhohe ~ h o  
attended and ~ v i s h  to put conlments in writing based on the inl’onnation st the meeting. 

SPECIFIC COiMiMEPiTS 

Issue 1 .  ChanKinp Part 71 to SI units only 
Keep the dual labeling. Emergency responders necd clear information from the start, and 
labeling requirements for the United Sratcs should be consistent with measurements a i d  
terminology familiar tu residents of this country. 

Issues 2 mid 3 .  Radionuclide Exemption Valucd Revisions of Al and A2 
Tnese issues require additional explanation and thought. There may be other risks in addition to 
cancer as a result of expos~u-e. Would the change increase or decrease public ,and worker 
protection? LVhat would be the effect 011 emergency responders? 

Issue 5. Introduction of C r i t i c a h  Safet\i Index Reauirzments. 
A labeling system for the index is a good idea. 

Issue 7 .  Deeg Immersion Test 
We support keeping the regulation (10 CFK 71.61) thc way it is, which is more conservative. 

lssue 10. Crush Test for fissile Material YackaEc Desim 
\J7ith rail transportation. crushing accidenls are more likely. LVe s ~ p p o n  the crush test for more 
kinds of packagrs. 

lssue 12. Special Packam huprovals 
We support keeping the existing procedures. There is nothing routine about these big shipments, 
md cach onc should be considered individually. 

Issue 14 ,  Adoption of ASME Code 
Will the adoption of the code improve public safety‘? 
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Issue 17. Double Containment of Plutonium 
%7e believe rhar the dotible contuinrnent rule should not be changed. A factor to consider is the 
difference bstwsen shipments in Europe. whcre the distances are much srndler than the distances 
in thc United Srates. Single contaiiimt'nt may be acceptable in other countries, but it should not 
be acceptable here. 

Issue 1 S .  Contaniinaiion Limits as Applied to Spent Fuel and High Level Waste Packages 
There should be one limit for all the packages rather than package-speciilc limits. The h i i t  
should ensure the hcalth and safety of public safety personnel, drikerh, emergency pcrsonncl and 
the public. Ha\ ing diiferent standards for packages requires different labels for shipments. LVtt 
support lou exposure to u-orkcrs and suggcst that there should be one limit which applies to all, 
with 1t bemg the safesf \Ve do not belie\ e that a package based siandard \\ill enhance public 
5tifCt). 

T h d c  yoii fix consldering our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Abigail C.  J o h ~ s o n  
Nuclear Waste Advisor 

cc Leonard Fiorcnzi, Eureka County 
AULGb 
State of Nevada Niiclea- Waste Projcct Office 
Francis S. Canieron, YRC 
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