some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

alice slater

446 e 86 st

ny

NY, NY 10028

From: Kris Cunningham <krissysjake@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 6:31 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent



location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Kris Cunningham

142 Sims cir

Waynesville, NC 28786

From: Bernadette Francke <bernabob@phonewave.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 6:29 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Bernadette Francke

5555 Rivers Edge

Fallon, NV 89406

From: Dan Hale <danhale@centurytel.net>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 6:27 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Dan Hale

3939 Felicity Lane

3939 S. Felicity Lane, Columbia, Mo.

Columbia, MO 65203

From: Janet E. Smith <jes83144@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 6:16 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Janet E. Smith

11211 55 Avenue

11211 55 Avenue

Edmonton, AB T6GBHOW9

From: Bruce Raymond <original_zen@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 6:13 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a



thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Bruce Raymond

1377 Dogwood Lane

Osage Beach, MO 65065

From: Jason Roberts <jasonr240@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 6:11 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.



Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Jason Roberts

1820 Old U.S. Hwy 40

Columbia, MO 65202

From: Greg Leech <greg.leech@att.net>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:59 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,



Greg Leech

12115 meridian ave. S #A8

Everett, WA 98208

From: Jeffrey Dickemann <dicke.mannjeff@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:47 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,
Jeffrey Dickemann

2901 Humphrey Avenue



2901 Humphrey Ave.

Richmond, CA 94804

From: Debra Kness <debkness@centurylink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:44 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Debra Kness

Columbia, MO 65202

From: Debra Hardin <maidengoat@yahoo.com>



Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:36 PM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Debra Hardin

135 highway 00

Hallsville, MO 65255

From: Linda Seeley <lindaseeley@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:34 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)



Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Linda Seeley

1615 Tiffany Ranch Road

217 Westmont Ave

Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

From: George Lewis <glewis@calpoly.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:30 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,

George Lewis

1852 6th St.

Los Osos, CA 93402

From: Jean Verthein <jverthein@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:27 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable to a citizen living in the Indian Point shadow

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Jean Verthein

NY, NY 10040

From: Denijakobsherg <denise.jakobsberg@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:25 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent



location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,

Deni jakobsberg

4226 31st ST

mt. rainier, MD 20712

From: Genevieve Dennison <grdennison@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:24 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Genevieve Dennison

2785 St. Rt. 132

New Richmond, OH 45157

From: Harry DeLano <hdelano@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:20 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,

Harry DeLano

807 Bird Ave.

Buffalo, NY 14209

From: Elizabeth Enriquez <eenriquez@co.nye.nv.us>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:00 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Nye County Comments on Draft Nuclear Waste Administration Act 2013
Attachments: Nye County Comments on Draft Nuclear Waste Administration Act 2013.pdf

Please see attached comments from Nye County pertaining to the Draft Nuclear Waste Administration
Act 2013.

Contact our office with any question or problems with attachment.
Thank you,

Elizabeth Enriquez

Administrative Secretary

Nye County NWRPO

2101 E. Calvada Blvd. Ste., 100

Pahrump, NV 89048

Direct (775) 727-3483

Office (775) 727-7727



Fax (775) 727-7919

From: Mait Alexander <mba2233@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 4:24 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,
Mait Alexander

4175 Shawnee St



Moorpark, CA 93021

From: ANNE KILEY-PELLECHIA <annekiley@creativelinkgraphics.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 3:55 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

ANNE KILEY-PELLECHIA

10184 CTY RT 786

PULTENEY, NY 14874

From: Doreen McElvany <dormcelvany@gmail.com>



Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 3:21 PM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Doreen McElvany

77 Kruse Creek Rd.

49672 hidden valley trail indian wells ca 92210
Sheridan, WY 82801

From: Elisabeth Fiekowsky <lisnyl@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 2:49 PM



To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Elisabeth Fiekowsky

PO Box 2476

Sebastopol, CA 95473

From: Bruce & Virginia Pringle <pringb@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 2:35 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Bruce & Virginia Pringle

17037 12th PI SW

Normandy Park, WA 98166

From: MaryAnne Coyle <mcoylel1112@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 2:30 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

MaryAnne Coyle

457 Richmond Avenue

Buffalo, NY 14222

From: Liz Murphy <lizasmurphy@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 2:28 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Liz Murphy

47 Crescent Place

Monroe, CT 06468

From: Joseph Aguirre <glassspider2003@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 2:13 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Joseph Aguirre

P.O. Box 280448

6229 10th St. N.

Oakdale, MN 55128

From: Libbe Halevy <breezersmom@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:47 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Libbe Halevy

7428 Valaho Dr.

Los angeles, CA 91042

From: David O'Byrne <obyrned@bellsouth.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:46 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

David O'Byrne

5308 Second Street

St. Augustine, FL 32080

From: Mark Haim <mhaim@riseup.net>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:33 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,

Mark Haim

1402 Richardson

Columbia, MO 65201

From: Allison Ostrer <aostrer@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:20 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Instead of moving around deadly nuclear waste, stop producing it!

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a



thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Allison Ostrer

1107 E Denny Way, #C-3

2

Seattle, WA 98122

From: Hattie nestel <Hattieshalom@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:14 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Hattie nestel

athol, MA 01331

From: anita Davis <amasondavis@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:10 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,



anita Davis

1190 Gilmer drive

1190 Gilmer Drive

SLC, UT 84105

From: KRISTIN SHRADER-FRECHETTE <KSHRADER@ND.EDU>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:02 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Nuclear discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Dr. Maurice Shrader-Frechette



Dr. Kristin Shrader-Frechette

KRISTIN SHRADER-FRECHETTE

100 Malloy Hall

University of Notre Dame

NOTRE DAME, IN 46556

From: Beatrice Clemens <BeatriceBC@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:01 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,



Beatrice Clemens

100 Arundel Place

St. Louis, MO 63105

From: John R. Acker <jrackertaos@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:53 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

First, Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The
nation's high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy
Committee's "discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution (found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative) would serve only
to delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a
temporary and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or
community should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually
ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and sustainability for the future. The best
way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to phase out the use of nuclear
power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that exists now, Hardened On-Site
Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

John R. Acker

P.O. Box 3437

Taos, NM 87571

From: April Mondragon <etasinum@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:40 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)



Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

ITIS TIME TO STOP URANIUM MINING- STOP PRODUCING NUCLEAR WASTE, STOP NUCLEAR ENERGY-
STOP POISONING THE AIR LAND AND WATER---STOP -- WAKE UP - YOU HAVE BEEN TOLD FOR OVER 50
YEARS BY THE HOPI AND OTHERS TO STOP !

STOP - WHAT WILL YOU TELL YOUR CHILDREN THAT YOU DID IN YOUR LIFE TO STOP THIS INSANITY !!!!

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

April Mondragon

HCR 74 Box 22201

Hc 74

El Prado, NM 87529

From: Charles Johnson <johnsonc20@gmail.com>



Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:25 PM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Charles Johnson

2206 SE Division St.

Portland, OR 97202

From: Neil Bleifeld <Procrastus@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:07 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)



Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Neil Bleifeld

405 West 48th Street, #5FE

New York, NY 10036

From: bonnie leigh <leighyoga@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:02 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

bonnie leigh

fillmore, NY 14735

From: Stephen Jordan <Stepjor@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 11:46 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Stephen Jordan

9161 E Walnut Tree Dr

Tucson, AZ 85749

From: Jonnie Head <headjonnie@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 11:08 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,

Jonnie Head

Milan, NM 87021

From: Daniela Bosenius Daniela Bosenius <mail@bosenius.info>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 10:44 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Daniela Bosenius Daniela Bosenius

Aegidiusstr.

frechen, ot 50226

From: Christopher Gaffer <rhysetux@charter.net>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 9:22 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radioactive Waste Discussion Draft Is Unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one is charged with protection of public health and safety and
security should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly is a high-security and safety risk.
While the waste will have to be moved at some point, it should first make only the short move from the
current fuel pools at reactors to dry containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only
from that site to a permanent location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site
would increase the risks of accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to
ionizing radiation along public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative, which would serve
only to delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a



temporary and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or
community should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually
ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Christopher Gaffer

412 North Broad Street

Mankato, MN 56001

From: Rick Barstow <grassrootsfuel@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 8:28 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Rick Barstow

pobox 15

980 Sodom Pond Rd.

adamant, VT 05640

From: Rick Barstow <grassrootsfuel@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 8:28 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a



thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Rick Barstow

pobox 15

980 Sodom Pond Rd.

adamant, VT 05640

From: Brent Williams <bcwilliams65@insightbb.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 8:27 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Brent Williams

9001 Harrods Landing Dr

Prospect, KY 40059

From: Edwin McGrath <eddie1247@animail.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 7:26 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.



Sincerely,

Edwin McGrath

66 1st Avenue

Albion, PA 16401

From: Frances Smith <frances.smith@frontier.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 6:45 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Frances Smith



Dansville, NY 14437

From: Andrea Martina <witchesincorp@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:10 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Andrea Martina

berlin, ot 10965

From: Rajka Marhold <rajka.sirca@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 4:33 AM



To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Rajka Marhold

Gallusova 5

Celje, ot 3000

From: Nick Schneider <nschnei543@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 2:28 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Nick Schneider

4205 Roland Av.

4205 Roland Av. Bmore, MD 21210-2701

Bmore., MD 21210

From: hilary malyon <hmalyon@mindspring.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:11 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

hilary malyon

seminole ave

96 seminole ave

07436, NJ 07436

From: mauricio carvajal <carvaggro666@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:11 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

mauricio carvajal

viento norte 4018

Santiago, ot 9291583

From: Sharon Levine <sdlevine@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 1:07 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Sharon Levine

2384 Boalt Ave.

Simi Valley, CA 93063

From: mauricio carvajal <carvaggro666@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:53 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

mauricio carvajal

viento norte 4018

Santiago, ot 9291583

From: Pamela Richard <treetep@peacemail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:52 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Pamela Richard

61 Summerhill Ct.

Danville, CA 94526

From: richard s wilson <redneckananda@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:51 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

richard s wilson

1972 zehndner ave.

1972 zehndner ave.

arcata, CA 95521

From: Ruby Grad <rubygrad@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:47 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to



delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Ruby Grad

3324 NE 47th Ave.

Portland, OR 97213

From: Katherine Miller <dgmandkm@san.rr.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:30 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Katherine Miller

3911 Mount Aladin Avenue

San Diego, CA 92111

From: Judy W. Soffler <judywsoffler@optonline.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:02 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

I ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection, and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Judy W. Soffler

8

New City, NY 10956

From: Steven Gilbert <sgilbert@innd.org>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 12:02 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.



Sincerely,

Steven Gilbert

3711 47th Place NE

Seattle, WA 98105

From: Cynthia Almond <milliliter@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 11:10 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Cynthia Almond



5046 Bent Tree Ct.

Rockford, IL61114

From: Theresa Billeaud <theresa.billeaud@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:39 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Theresa Billeaud

515 S.W. 24th St.

504 Fern St.



San Antonio, TX 78207

From: colleen dietzel <greenstorel@juno.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:24 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

colleen dietzel

4843 B Voltaire Stl

san diego, CA 92107

From: Elizabeth Kennedy <ekennedy77721@yahoo.com>



Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:55 PM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Please, the Senate Energy Committee's "discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the
problems of nuclear waste.

We can't move lethal high-level radioactive waste around and increase the risks of accidents and
security problems, increasing exposure to radiation along public-use highways, etc.

We need progress on a permanent solution--not a temporary and unsuitable site that would become a
permanent nuclear waste dump.

| ask you to be aware that the narrow interests of the nuclear power industry would be the only
beneficiary of such a thoughtless program. Please focus your time and attention on decreasing the use
of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Elizabeth Kennedy, ANP-BC

Elizabeth Kennedy

Medford, MA 02155

From: pam nelson <pamelaO5n@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:17 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

pam nelson

warner springs, CA 92086

From: Diana Trichilo <dtrichilo@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 8:40 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to



delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Diana Trichilo

450 Pitt Avenue

#3

Sebastopol, CA 95473

From: Candy LeBlanc <telvari9@care2.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:58 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Candy LeBlanc

1525 Cold Springs Rd

SPC52

Placerville, CA 95667

From: Liz Schwartz <lizbetschwartz@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:55 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Liz Schwartz

PO BOX 444

ARROYO SECO, NM 87514

From: Douglas Renick <renick.rinehart@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:53 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Douglas Renick

105 Black Birch Trail

Florence, MA 01062

From: A Adams <mailndp-gop@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:41 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.



Sincerely,

A Adams

20415 Via Paviso

Cupertino, CA 95014

From: Cheriel Jensen <cherielj@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:40 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Cheriel Jensen



13737 Quito

Saratoga, CA 95070 4752

From: Vonda Welty <vwelty@uoregon.edu>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:29 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Vonda Welty

PO Box 3266/4096 E 17th Ave

Eugene, OR 97403



From: Sylvia Gray <sylviaemail@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:23 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Sylvia Gray

315 1st Avenue Apt 5

315 First Avenue #5

Salt Lake City, UT 84103

From: Ramona Harragin <rasta@frontiernet.net>



Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:23 PM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Ramona Harragin

PO BOX 643

GOSHEN, NY 10924

From: Lindsay Crouch <lindsaycrouch1l2@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:21 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)



Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Lindsay Crouch

Brattleboro, VT 05301

From: Terry Burns <tbscpbsc@satx.rr.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:01 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Draft Nuclear Waste Administration Act of 2013’

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft legislation. | have studied the draft, and the
accompanying comments.



| agree that nuclear waste storage remains a serious unsolved problem. Waste that will remain highly
toxic for thousands of years is not easy to dispose of, despite decades of effort. As a result it is
disingenuous to refer to nuclear power as "our greatest source of low-cost, clean, reliable electricity," as
Senator Alexander does on the Committee website. Electricity production that leaves tons and tons of
near eternally toxic waste is not "clean". It is also not "low-cost", as the complete inability of finding
Wall Street support without Price-Anderson demonstrates. Only the taxpayers make nuclear power
viable in any way, taking all the risk, financial and safety, and ultimately burdened with this horrible
waste. The only real solution is to stop producing this waste as soon as possible.

In the interim, surely improvements can be made. | support many of the administrative proposals in the
draft. It is possible that a new independent agency, and Oversight Board, would provide better
regulatory oversight of nuclear waste, especially from nuclear power plants.

| strongly oppose, however, the concept of moving waste around the country, until there is an
acceptable, permanent disposal repository for this waste. Moving the waste in the "interim" will not
speed up the process of repository siting and development. Instead, it will only act as a favor to the
nuclear power industry, removing the waste from current plant locations, to new "interim storage"
locations, at taxpayer expense and removing all liability from industry to taxpayer.

In addition, the development of "interim storage" sites will not in any way make current nuclear plant
facilities safer. Those sites will remain highly contaminated and dangerous in the plants themselves. And
spent fuel rods will still need to be kept in water cooling pools for several years prior to transfer to dry
storage.

| strongly urge the Senators to reorient their proposals to improve regulatory oversight and safety at the
nuclear power facilities themselves.

These facilities are, of course, regulated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The NRC has a long
history of excessive closeness with the nuclear power industry, frequently overlooking serious safety
and security failures etc. While the NRC may continue to oversee the power plants, | believe the
proposal for a separate "Nuclear Waste Administration" could greatly improve the oversight of nuclear
waste at these power plants. Spent fuel pools are becoming overcrowded with fuel rods, risking a
Fukushima like meltdown. The pools are largely unprotected from possible aerial attack or other
disaster.

Nuclear power plant spent fuel is then transferred to dry storage canisters. | oppose the concept of
trucks and trains traveling throughout the country carrying these massive Hiroshima plus hazardous
objects, only for "interim storage". If it has to be done, let it only be done ONCE and never more.

Until that time when there is a permanent repository for disposal of this devil's filth, it should remain at
its sites of creation, in above ground, closely monitored, hardened on site storage facilities fully
protected from terrorist and natural disaster.



The proposed NWA could greatly improve regulation and oversight of nuclear waste at nuclear power
plants. The Senators should address nuclear waste safety as their first priority, not the financial health of
the nuclear power industry. It is true taxpayers continue to bear the cost of failure to develop a
permanent repository. Developing more nuclear power will never help the taxpayers, only the profits of
the industry. It is manifestly not true today that nuclear power is cheap, necessary, or safe. Truly
renewable energy is developing rapidly and will successfully replace this really dirty source of energy,
allowing us to finally put the genie back in the bottle for our children's future health and safety.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over, emphasizing safety first.
Sincerely,

Terry Burns, M.D.

Terry Burns

13139 Vista del Mundo

San Antonio, TX 78216

From: Dale Noonkester <daleneedsthis@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 6:59 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Dale Noonkester

P.O. Box 91

Potrero, CA 91963

From: Pat Cuviello <pcuvie@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 6:53 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Pat Cuviello

Box 2834

Redwood City, CA 94064

From: Pat Cuviello <pcuvie@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 6:53 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.



Sincerely,

Pat Cuviello

Box 2834

Redwood City, CA 94064

From: Steve Kohn <steve@teleology.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 6:36 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Steve Kohn



200 Sterling Place

Highland, NY 12528

From: erin yarrobino <bggr34@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 6:14 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

erin yarrobino

84-23 109 AVE

84-23 109 ave



OZONE PARK, NY 11417

From: Nina Mojica <nrkasla@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 6:12 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Nina Mojica

Nina Mojica

136 East 36th Street

10 a



New York, NY 10016

From: Michelle Friessen <mfriessen@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:54 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Michelle Friessen

5125 La Fiesta Dr NE

Albuquerque, NM 87109

From: Katherine Miller <dgmandkm@san.rr.com>



Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:52 PM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply UNACCEPTABLE.

No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security should mandate moving deadly
radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at some point, it should first make
only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry containers at the same reactor site.
Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent location for permanent isolation. A
consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of accidents and security problems while
guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along public-use highways, rails and waterways--
even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Katherine Miller

3911 Mount Aladin Avenue

San Diego, CA 92111

From: Meili McCann-Sayles <alanjunk@suddenlink.net>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:14 PM



To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Meili McCann-Sayles

1696 Ocean Drive

McKinleyville, CA 95519

From: Sarah Scher, MD <sarahpol@humboldtl.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:13 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Sarah Scher, MD

770 Tenth Street

Arcata, CA 95521

From: Alan McCann-Sayles <alanpol@humboldtl.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:13 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Alan McCann-Sayles

1696 Ocean Drive

McKinleyville, CA 95519

From: Daniel McCann-Sayles <danielms@humboldtl.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:13 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Daniel McCann-Sayles

1696 Ocean Drive

McKinleyville, CA 95519

From: Perianne Walter <perianne.walter@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:08 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Perianne Walter

8 Hilltop Road

Mendham, NJ 07945

From: Kelley Scanlon <rynn30@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 4:22 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Kelley Scanlon

281 Norwood Avenue

Syracuse, NY 13206

From: Quentin Fischer <fischerg@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 4:16 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Quentin Fischer

2514 Sharmar Rd.

Roanoke, VA 24018

From: Viviene Mann <jpurpleviv@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 4:12 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Viviene Mann

759 Mt. Calvary Rd

Ridge Spring, SC 29129

From: mary williams <bishwake@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 4:11 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

mary williams

1450 S. W. Temple

1992 S. 200 E., #424B

salt lake, UT 84115

From: Coy Lay <SolarCoy@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 4:07 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.



Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Coy Lay

13635 SW 115th Ave

Tigard, OR 97223

From: Rev. Jim Roberts <jarob401@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 3:11 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,



Rev. Jim Roberts

401 Paris Av.

Rockford, IL 61107

From: Patricia Baley <patricia.mcrae@unlv.edu>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 2:52 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,
Patricia Baley

4150 E. Pinecrest Circle



Las Vegas, NV 89121

From: Jennifer Lake <jenlakec21@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 2:50 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Jennifer Lake

Taylorsville, UT 84123

From: Emily Lewis <emilygeorgialewis@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 2:46 PM



To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Emily Lewis

20 Treehouse Circle

Easthampton, MA 01027

From: andrew hanscom <prometheus@ecomail.org>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 2:42 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

andrew hanscom

w.1 st

nederland, CO 80466

From: lynne taylor <lynnestuff@laurelwoodart.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 2:33 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,

lynne taylor

Gaston, OR 97119

From: nahannisouthern <illumination.middleway@yahoo.ca>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 2:21 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent



location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

nahanni southern

206 Burnside w

victoria, BC V9A 3C1

From: Patrick Bacon <baconia@centurylink.net>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 2:07 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Patrick Bacon

174 Dolly Road

Madison, NC 27025

From: Judy Bettencourt <jcacourt@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 2:04 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Nuclear Waste in the NW

| live in Salem, OR. My spouse fishes in the NW rivers and streams. Nuclear waste from Hanford is a
concern. The tanks are falling apart and nuclear waste is leaking.

Honestly, you need to approve more funding for expert advise on how to remove and contain the
problem waste. This has been ongoing for years. What's the matter with you people that you cannot
plan a program and implement it? Get off your rear ends,ask for more advice, make a decision and
MOVE ON IT!

From: David Hill <davidcitizen@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 1:45 PM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

David Hill

612 SE Linn St

Portland, OR 97202

From: Lavina Bowman <abdarm@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 1:39 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Lavina Bowman

701 Antelope Drive #10

Rock Springs, WY 82901

From: Liz Murphy <lizasmurphy@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 1:39 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,

Liz Murphy

47 Crescent Place

Monroe, CT 06468

From: Monica Salazar <crazynarutolover_1010@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 1:38 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Monica Salazar

Cond. River Park Apt. 0-206

Bayamon, PR 00961

From: NANCY MORRIS <ncm@w-link.net>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 1:27 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

NANCY MORRIS

PO BOX 60096

SEATTLE, WA 98160

From: NANCY MORRIS <ncm@w-link.net>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 1:27 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,

NANCY MORRIS

PO BOX 60096

SEATTLE, WA 98160

From: Marie-Louise Jackson-Miller <marieljm1961@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 1:25 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Marie-Louise Jackson-Miller

63 Gay Street

Quincy, MA 02169

From: Dean Windh <karaokekingl@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 1:23 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Dean Windh

7506 95th Avenue SW

Lakewood, WA 98498

From: Jane Feldman <feldman.jane@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:52 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is on the wrong track
Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem.
Two issues keep me awake at night - global warming and radwaste.
We need your help!

The nation's high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy
Committee's "discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems. Moving lethal high-level
radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at all.

No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security should mandate moving deadly
radioactive waste repeatedly.

While the waste will have to be moved at some point, it should first make only the short move from the
current fuel pools at reactors to dry containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only
from that site to a permanent location for permanent isolation.

A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of accidents and security problems while
guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along public-use highways, rails and waterways--
even without an accident.

Dozens of independent environmental groups have endorsed hardened, on-site storage (HOSS)
principles as the course of action that minimizes risk to both people and the environment. The
environmental groups are free of influence from wealth-making corporations and from enabling
government regulators.

Please put public health and safety first and scrap your "discussion draft."



Sincerely,

Jane Feldman

5901 Martita Ave

5901 Martita Ave

Las Vegas, NV 89108

From: Brie Gyncild <brie@wordyfolks.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:41 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Nuclear waste bill feedback

Attachments: Questionl_Brie_Gyncild_Washington_resident.doc
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the bill. | have attached my
answer and comments on question 1 in your template. | don't feel | have the
expertise or experience to answer the the other questions; | leave those to
people who are more deeply involved in the issues. But | feel strongly
about question 1, and | appreciate your taking the time to request and read
feedback.

Brie Gyncild

1407 15th Ave

Seattle, WA 98122From: Jan Tache <tache@together.net>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:26 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security



should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Jan Tache

PO Box 1210

Penn Valley, CA 95946

From: johanna robohm <johanna@livewirefarm.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:10 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent



location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

johanna j. robohm

johanna robohm

467 butler brook road

po box 526

jacksonville, VT 05342

From: Lois Zinavage <wzinavage@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:06 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent



location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Lois Zinavage

51 Hanover-Versailles Rd.

None

Baltic, CT 06330

From: sharleene sherwin <sharlsher@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:02 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

sharleene sherwin

6024 kantor st apt.4

apt.4

sandiego, CA 92122

From: Jennifer Scott <jjscott9@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 11:57 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Jennifer Scott

15930 Bayside Pointe West #703

15930 Bayside Pointe West #703

Fort Myers, FL 33908

From: Christopher Lish <lishchris@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 11:37 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to



delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Christopher Lish

PO Box 113

Olema, CA 94950

From: Leslie Perrigo <wntrlark@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 11:37 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Leslie Perrigo

808 W Main St.

2

Muncie, IN 47305

From: cecile claude <ceeceecalling@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 11:29 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a



thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

cecile claude

916 bluebird canyon dr.

laguna beach, CA 92651

From: Paul Graves <pgraves@nycap.rr.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 11:14 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.



Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Paul Graves

15 Providence Street

Albany, NY 12203

From: Leah Anne Brown <leahabrown@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 11:10 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Finally, when moving the waste does become necessary, publc safety will require a massive publicity
campaign ahead of the move, and shutting down highways and all other routes during transport.
Obviously, this will be expensive and politically unpopular. Any responsible legislation today must



mandate the publicity and safety measures, and address the funding of them, by increasing taxes on
ther nuclear industry now.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Leah Anne Brown

Washington, DC 20009

From: Linda DeStefano <ldestefano3@twcny.rr.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 11:00 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,



Linda DeStefano

5031 Onondaga Rd.

5031 Onondaga Rd., Syracuse

Syracuse, NY 13215

From: David Carr <dpcmadcty@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:49 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

David Carr



606 S. Dickinson St.

Madison, WI 53703

From: Theresa Waldron <b.jaybird@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:36 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Theresa Waldron

po boc 438

PO Box 438



Lecanto, FL 34460

From: Shirley Middleton <smiddle@me.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:15 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Shirley Middleton

53 Ridge Rd.

Greenbelt, MD 20770

From: Dominick Falzone <dominick3@roadrunner.com>



Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:14 AM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,

Dominick Falzone

745 S. Normandie Ave. Apt. 108

Los Angeles, CA 90005

From: Amelia Ramsey-Lefevre <amelia@peaceactioncny.org>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:11 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)



Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Amelia Ramsey-Lefevre

Syracuse, NY 13210

From: vicki musetti <msttvkk@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:09 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

vicki musetti

lopaus pt rd

bernard, ME 04612

From: Joe Luca <lucaliebow@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:58 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Joe Luca

Brookline, MA 02446

From: yvonne eckstein <yme@pro-ns.net>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:44 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

yvonne eckstein

1912 dupont ave so, #407

1912 dupont ave so

minneapolis, MN 55403

From: Wanda Huelsman <paigeturner45066@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:43 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to



delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Wanda Huelsman

404 Lincoln Green Dr..

Lincoln Green Dr.

Dayton, OH 45449

From: Karen Miller <krisepoo@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:18 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,

Karen Miller

129 Martha Dr

Corpus Christi, TX 78418

From: Mollie Schierman <mollie.schierman@co.anoka.mn.us>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:18 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Mollie Schierman

4146 Zenith Avenue North

Robbinsdale, MN 55422

From: Linda Burton <linburton42@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:04 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Linda Burton

1408 spring st

radford, VA 24141

From: Bozena Grossman <bozenag5l@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:01 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.



Sincerely,

Bozena Grossman

211East 7th Street

Brooklyn, NY 11218

From: Kathleen Morris <kmorris@ohnurses.org>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:00 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Kathleen Morris



181 E. Beechwold Blvd.

Columbus, OH 43214

From: Keith Fabing <keithfabing@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 8:45 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Keith Fabing

4816 S. Alaska Street

Seattle, WA 98118



From: Erma Lewis <elewisny@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 8:44 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Erma Lewis

1736 63 Street

1736 63 Street

Brooklyn, NY 11204

From: Sylvia Richey <srichey7@hotmail.com>



Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 8:27 AM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Sylvia Richey

7410 Lake Breeze Dr.

Fort Myers, FL 33907

From: Carolyn Friedman <chiroangel@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 8:20 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)



Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Carolyn Friedman

P.O. Box 17

P.O. Box 17

Willow, NY 12495

From: Gary Williamson <Gmson@att.net>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 8:16 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Gary Williamson

5 Sixteenth Green Ct

Belleville, IL 62220

From: Elizabeth Williams <wethbilliams@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 8:15 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Elizabeth Williams

4469 Sedgwick St., N.W.

Washington, DC 20016

From: Jessica Thompson <jesshu@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:51 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Jessica Thompson

PO Box 79

New Harmony, IN 47631

From: Hattie nestel <Hattieshalom@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:47 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Hattie nestel

athol, MA 01331

From: alice slater <aslater@rcn.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:36 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to



delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,
alice slater

446 e 86 st

ny

NY, NY 10028

From: Darrel Easter <deaster@netzero.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 7:06 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Darrel Easter

3165 Woodsman LN

Bartlett, TN 38135

From: Michelle Six <dragonflei22@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 6:46 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Michelle Six

400 Taylor Dr apt 402

Port Byron, IL61275

From: D P <pdesai@care2.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 6:37 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

DP

F, FL 33301

From: Ronald Hurston <Rhur@msn.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 6:04 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.



Sincerely,

Ronald Hurston

29 shaw drive

Wayland, MA 01778

From: Margaret Runfors <murun53@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:59 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Margaret Runfors



Tunnlandsgatan 24b

Orebro, ot +46

From: Ludger Wilp <enoeno@web.de>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:31 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Ludger Wilp

Poettering 21

Poettering 21



Bottrop, ot 46244

From: MargaretAnn Bowers <pocomotion8@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:14 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

ToXic industry with NO PROPER Elimination Process blew a gasket...all over big-money, false-energy
addicts.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

MargaretAnn Bowers

433 N Geneva St

Ithaca, NY 14850



From: D P <pdesai@care2.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 4:05 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

DP

F, FL 33301
From: John Herbert <jharlanherb@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 3:43 AM



To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Ron Wyden, you need to represent us in Oregon and protect all Americans' safety by not moving this
stuff more than once.

Sincerely,

John Herbert

11935 SW Edgewood

Portland, OR 97225

From: Deena Brazy <dbrindl@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 2:58 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)



Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Deena Brazy

5305 Loruth Ter

Madison, WI 53711

From: Frances Frainaguirre <jaguirrejja@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 2:02 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Frances Frainaguirre

1840 W 40th

Denver, CO 80211

From: LuMarion Conklin <conklinlu@npgcable.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 1:21 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

LuMarion Conklin

3114 Loma Vista Dr.

3114 Loma Vista Dr.

Flagstaff, AZ, AZ 86004

From: LynMarie Berntson <rlbernt@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:52 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security



should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

LynMarie Berntson

6697 Boyd Ave

6697 Boyd Ave

Eden Prairie, MN 55346

From: Lauren Graham <laurendonna@hotmail.co>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:31 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:(SENDER VALIDATION FAILED --- May not have originated from apparent sender ) Radwaste
discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Lauren Graham

PO Box 420121

San Francisco, CA 94142

From: Krisha Jade Cantwell <way_out_is_in@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:24 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Krisha Jade Cantwell

Orlando, FL 32804

From: Teresa Anderson <teresa5916@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:15 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to



delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Teresa Anderson

11677 Marietta Ave

Clovis, CA 93619

From: Margaret Copi <tango.lindygirl@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:05 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Margaret Copi

3426 Adell Ct

Oakland, CA 94602

From: Susan Fleming <susanlfleming@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 12:00 AM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Susan Fleming

1856 Maple Glen Drive

Plainfield, IL 60586

From: Lisa Cohen <Lisa@thecohenfamily.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 11:52 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.



Sincerely,

Lisa Cohen

179 OLD POSTRD N

179 Old Post Road North

CROTON ON HUDSON, NY 10520

From: David Starr <David@BerkshireNatural.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 11:49 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,



David Starr

102 Bancroft Rd.

Northampton, MA 01060

From: Karen Orchard <Orchard543@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 11:49 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,
Karen Orchard

722 Upper Third St



Kellogg, ID 83837

From: Colleen Lobel <clobell@san.rr.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 11:36 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Colleen Lobel

8111 Kenova St

San Diego

CA 92126, CA 92126



From: Mona Kool-Harrington <koolharrington@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 11:32 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Mona Kool-Harrington

424 Elm Street

Phoenix, OR 97535

From: Martha Milne <milnemw@netzero.net>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 11:20 PM



To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Martha Milne

1764 Braman Av.

Fort Myers, FL 33901

From: Jack Hinds <hstuffope@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 11:09 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Jack Hinds

12 Dogwood Meadows Ln

Stuart, VA 24171

From: Rebecca Hoeschler <rshoeschler@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 10:57 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Rebecca Hoeschler

328 E. Imperial Ave., No. 5

El Segundo, CA 90245

From: Kashka Kubzdela <kubz@aya.yale.edu>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 10:36 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Kashka Kubzdela

2721 Clarkes Landing Dr.

Oakton

VA 22124,VA 22124

From: Jacqueline Ayala <jacquelinef.ayala@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 10:33 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent



location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Jacqueline Ayala

917 NE 42nd PL

Homestead, FL 33033

From: Gaia Mika <gaia.mika@colorado.edu>
Sent:  Sunday, May 19, 2013 10:32 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Gaia Mika

425 Valverde Commons Dr

Taos, NM 87571

From: Tom Wenzel <tomwenzel@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 10:28 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Tom Wenzel

2063 Meadowbrook rd.

Prescott, AZ 86303

From: Lisa Witham <lisa4809@att.net>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 10:24 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Lisa Witham

5980 Marine Pkwy D117

Mentor on the Lake, OH 44060

From: Martin Landa <marty@faceuptopeace.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 10:19 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Martin Landa

Siesta Lane

2137 Savannah River Street

Sedona, AZ 86351

From: Linda Fair <lindafair@taosnet.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 10:11 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.



Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Linda Fair

PO Box 156

El Prado, NM 87529

From: Sylvan Grey <lenrivers@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 9:27 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,



Sylvan Grey

4826 SE 76th Ave

Portland, OR 97206

From: Joy Hoover <j.melba.hoover@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 9:27 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,
Joy Hoover

3395 Via Barba



3395 Via Barba

Lompoc, CA 93436

From: marcia bailey <marciabcelo@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 9:22 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

marcia bailey

1270 Cabbage Patch Rd

Burnsville, NC 28714



From: Julien Kaven Parcou <jkparcou@seychelles.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 9:09 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Julien Kaven Parcou

P.O. Box 559, Victoria House

P.O. Box 559, Victoria House

Victoria, ot 00248

From: Amy Agigian <agigian@mac.com>



Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 9:05 PM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Amy Agigian

33 Corinthian Road

33 Corinthian Road

Somerville, MA 02144

From: BB Nibbom <bbnibbom@aol.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 9:00 PM



To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

BB Nibbom

Del Mar, CA 92014

From: Lizabeth Rogers <Ladylz428@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:51 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Lizabeth Rogers

650-102 Brocton Ct

Long Beach, CA 90803

From: Rosalind Newton <zenmasteress@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:39 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Rosalind Newton

1697 Warwick Avenue

21697 Warwick Ave

Warwick, R1 02889

From: Anne Craig <ennagiarc@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:38 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security



should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Anne Craig

132 Murdock Ave.

132 Murdock Ave.

Asheville, NC 28801

From: jamie clemons <ghostlly@yahoo.com>
Sent:  Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:36 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

We should have learned from Fukushima that nuclear waste storage is dangerous. Thank you for
focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's high-level
radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's "discussion draft"
legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

jamie clemons

8 south randall road

8 south randall road

AURORA, IL 60506

From: paul gallimore <paul@longbrancheec.org>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:34 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent



location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

paul gallimore

278 Boyd Cove Rd.

POB 369

leicester, NC 28748

From: Kassy Killey <kassyc@gmail.com>

Sent:  Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:27 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Kassy Killey

1703 W Queens Court Road

Peoria, IL 61614

From: Randi Perkins <randi.perkins@charter.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:25 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Randi Perkins

10009 Old Morro Rd East

Atascadero, CA 93422

From: richard rushforth <vanmonk@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:21 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

richard rushforth

14 cuesta road

santa fe, NM 87508

From: Jessica Fondy <j_fondy@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:19 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Jessica Fondy

1835 Arlington Ave

Pittsburgh, PA 15210

From: Joy Martin <joyjoytotheworld@cs.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:18 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Joy Martin

4143 Federer

4143 Federer

St Louis, MO 63116

From: Judy Taylor <parrisjt@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:11 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.



Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Judy Taylor

135 Coles Neck Rd.

Wellfleet, MA 02667

From: Lenore Baum <lenoreandjoe@charter.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:10 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,



Lenore Baum

164 Ox Creek Road

Weaverville, NC 28787

From: Robin Bee <rentalsatrobinbee@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:02 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Your radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,
Robin Bee

1430 Willamette street



Eugene, OR 97401

From: Terry Ermini <savitriermini@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 8:01 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Terry Ermini

2330 Hurley Way

2443 Fair Oaks Blvd., #206

Sacramento, CA 95825



From: Martha E. Martin <mauimartha@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:54 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It is of utmost priority. The nation's high-level
radioactive waste program is a failure, but the Senate Energy Committee's "discussion draft" legislation
would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security should mandate moving deadly
radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at some point, it should first make
only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry containers at the same reactor site.
Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent location for permanent isolation. A
consolidated interim storage site would both increase the risks of accidents and security problems and
also guarantee increased exposure to ionizing radiation along public-use highways, rails and waterways--
even without an accident.

Creating another interim storage site blocks progress on choosing a permanent nuclear waste site. . No
state or community should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would result
in that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry (which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program). The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Martha E. Martin

P.0.Box 790300

PO Box 790300, Paia, HI 96779

Paia, HI 96779

From: Martha Izzo <marthalovesoso@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:47 PM



To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Martha lzzo

Kinney Creek

Evergreen, CO 80439

From: Cynthia Fisk <cynthfi@verizon.net>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:47 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Cynthia Fisk

27 Chapel St.

Gloucester, MA 01930

From: Julie English <speak4animals2@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:25 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Julie English

4234 Elkorn Blvd

Sacramento, CA 95835

From: jeff hopkins <jhop-90@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:17 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

jeff hopkins

69 amber court

Lindenhurst, IL 60046

From: maxine priest <agehapriest@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:16 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

maxine priest

2618 mlk blvd

new orleans, LA 70113

From: Kerry Cooke <kvcooke@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:13 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Kerry Cooke

4002 Albion St

83705

Boise, ID 83705

From: Walt Kleine <Wkleine@netwiz.net>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:12 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to



delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Walt Kleine

3267 Hollis

Oakland, CA 94608

From: Claudine Cremer <cpcremer@frontier.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:12 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Claudine Cremer

260 Dula Springs Road

Weaverville, NC 28787

From: L. Watchempino <5000wave@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:11 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

L. Watchempino

P.O. Box 407

Pueblo of Acoma, NM 87034

From: Susan Clark <susan.g.clark@embargmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:04 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.



Sincerely,

Susan Clark

168 W. Valley Brook Rd.

Califon, NJ 07830

From: James Amory <cheeseresource@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:01 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

James Amory



RR 2, Box 71-A1

63 Cheddar Lane

Leraysville, PA 18829

From: Tara Verbridge <taraverbridge@yahoo.ca>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:00 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,
Tara Verbridge

1345 Wescot



Windsor, M| 48004

From: Casey Wittmier <catguy4l@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:52 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Casey Wittmier

N/A, OR 97394

From: gerry collins <coronadofirst@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:46 PM



To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

gerry collins

25222 madron

Murrieta, CA 92563

From: Lynn Elliott <craper@nc.rr.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:45 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Lynn Elliott

2614 Woodmont Dr

Durham, NC 27705

From: tara hands <tarahands@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:44 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

tara hands

2002 Countryside Place SE

Smyrna, GA 30080

From: Connie Raper <ckraper@nc.rr.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:44 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Connie Raper

2614 Woodmont Dr

Durham, NC 27705

From: lydia garvey <wolfhowlmama@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:37 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

lydia garvey

429 s 24th st

Clinton, OK 73601

From: mark & susan glasser <mark7glasser@ca.rr.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:35 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

mark & susan glasser

3660 barry ave

LA, CA 90088

From: mark & susan glasser <mark7glasser@ca.rr.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:35 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

mark & susan glasser

3660 barry ave

LA, CA 90088

From: Karin Zambrano <rockeral978@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:33 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Karin Zambrano

262 Taaffe place

Brooklyn, NY 11205

From: Charles Woodliff <ps_122841791@care2.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:26 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Charles Woodliff

119 Boxwood Avenue

Cornelia, GA 30531

From: Jane Davidson <romjulcat@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:23 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.



Sincerely,

Jane Davidson

435 Valley View Road

Englewood, NJ 07631

From: richard rushforth <vanmonk@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:23 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

richard rushforth



14 cuesta road

santa fe, NM 87508

From: Felice Nord <F_Nord@msn.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:20 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Felice Nord

11 Mountain View Dr

Weaverville, NC 28787



From: Edith Kantrowitz <reweaving@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:19 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Edith Kantrowitz

333 McDonald Avenue - #5D

Brooklyn, NY 11218

From: Jeanne Gallo, Ph.D. <gritarenow@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:11 PM



To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Jeanne Gallo, Ph.D.

Gloucester, MA 01930

From: jeff hopkins <jhop-90@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:09 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

jeff hopkins

69 amber court

Lindenhurst, IL 60046

From: jeff hopkins <jhop-90@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:08 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

jeff hopkins

69 amber court

Lindenhurst, IL 60046

From: jeff hopkins <jhop-90@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:05 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

jeff hopkins

69 amber court

Lindenhurst, IL 60046

From: philip bates <tampabates@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:05 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

philip bates

seffner, FL 33584

From: Judy Krach <JHawk3989@aol.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:04 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to



delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Judy Krach

3517 Bordeaux Court

hazel crest, IL 60429

From: Judy Krach <JHawk3989@aol.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:04 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Judy Krach

3517 Bordeaux Court

hazel crest, IL 60429

From: Robert Orlando <robhood00@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:03 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to



phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Robert Orlando

4705 State Highway 28

4705 State Highway 28

Cooperstown, NY 13326

From: Janet Draper <jntdraper@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:01 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.



Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Janet Draper

1825 Dunedin Ave.

Duluth, MN 55803

From: jeff hopkins <jhop-90@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 6:00 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.

Sincerely,



jeff hopkins

69 amber court

Lindenhurst, IL 60046

From: jeff hopkins <jhop-90@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:52 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,
jeff hopkins

69 amber court



Lindenhurst, IL 60046

From: Kirk Miller <kirkmiller3@juno.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:47 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Kirk Miller

517 Cap Rock Drive

Richardson, TX 75080

From: Patricia Schoenberger <spacedgirlhero@msn.com>



Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:44 PM
To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Patricia Schoenberger

13670 Valley View Road #114

Eden Prairie, MN 55344

From: Bruce Barry <bkbarry@suffolk.lib.ny.us>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:41 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)



Subject:(SENDER VALIDATION FAILED --- May not have originated from apparent sender ) Radwaste
discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Bruce Barry

20 Black Locust Ave

East Setauket, NY 11733

From: Whitney Metz <whitneythedryad@vegemail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:39 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable



Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Whitney Metz

100 1/2 East Main Street

Mannington, WV 26582

From: Debra Tate <dttomatoes@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:38 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.



Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Debra Tate

PO Box 788

Gibsonton, FL 33534

From: Dale Noonkester <daleneedsthis@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:30 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at



some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Dale Noonkester

P.O.Box 91

Potrero, CA 91963

From: Dale Noonkester <daleneedsthis@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:30 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of



accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Dale Noonkester

P.O.Box 91

Potrero, CA 91963

From: Dale Noonkester <daleneedsthis@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:30 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.



Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

Dale Noonkester

P.O. Box 91

Potrero, CA 91963

From: jeff hopkins <jhop-90@earthlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:22 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary



and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.

| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

jeff hopkins

69 amber court

Lindenhurst, IL 60046

From: martha leahy <martha638@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:18 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)
Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the environment and make it more likely that a temporary
and unsuitable site would become a de facto permanent nuclear waste dump. No state or community
should or would accept such an outcome--yet this proposed legislation would virtually ensure that.



| ask you to focus on public health, environmental protection and equity for the future rather than the
narrow interests of the nuclear power industry--which would be the only beneficiary of such a
thoughtless program. The best way to limit the scope of the radioactive waste problem is, of course, to
phase out the use of nuclear power and replace it with clean energy sources. But for the waste that
exists now, Hardened On-Site Storage and renewed work on finding a permanent solution is imperative.

Please scrap your "discussion draft" and start over.
Sincerely,

martha leahy

39 lockeland rd

39 lockeland rd

winchester, MA 01890

From: Karen Peralta <karenperalta51@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2013 5:15 PM

To: feedback, nwaste (Energy)

Subject:Radwaste discussion draft is unacceptable

Thank you for focusing on the radioactive waste problem. It should be of utmost priority. The nation's
high-level radioactive waste program is indisputably broken, but the Senate Energy Committee's
"discussion draft" legislation would only exacerbate the problems.

Moving lethal high-level radioactive waste to a consolidated interim site would not fix any problems at
all, and is simply unacceptable. No one charged with protection of public health, safety and security
should mandate moving deadly radioactive waste repeatedly. While the waste will have to be moved at
some point, it should first make only the short move from the current fuel pools at reactors to dry
containers at the same reactor site. Other movement must be only from that site to a permanent
location for permanent isolation. A consolidated interim storage site would increase the risks of
accidents and security problems while guaranteeing increased exposure to ionizing radiation along
public-use highways, rails and waterways--even without an accident.

Further, the de-linking of an interim site from progress on a permanent solution found in both the
discussion draft and even more objectionably in the Feinstein/Alexander alternative would serve only to
delay permanent isolation of the waste from the 