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MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Palladino
Commissioner Roberts LD' ________
Commissioner Asselstine -
Commissloner Bernthal
Comml si Zech /

if/ 4' <__<f<-wl~thuto WM, 623-SS) -<-
FROM: A P. Kenneke,'Actng Director

onQffce of Policy Evaluation

oC SUBYACT: COMMENTS ON SECY-86-51: NEPA REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR
GEOLOGIC REPOSITORIES FOR HIGH LEVEL WASTE

6wCJWe t e reviewed SECY-86-51, which offers three alternative procedures for
& condteting a NEPA review of DOE's application for construction of a
: geolPgic repository for high-level radioactive waste. The three

B alternatives include: 1) adoption of the DOE Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) as conclusive for all environmental-findings; 2) develop-
ment of independent NRC overall cost-benefit conclusions and adoption of
specific environmental issues addressed by the DOE EIS; and (3) preparation
of an NRC EIS and adoption of portions of the DOE EIS where appropriate.
We believe staff's analysis is sound and we agree that alternative #2
strikes a proper balance between unnecessary duplication of effort on the
one hand and undue reliance on DOE on the other.

We also note that the DOE EIS will not be submitted for some years to
come, whereas DOE expects to issue, within the next year; three sets of
major documents: (1) DOE's final Environmental Assessments for the three
sites to be recommended for characterization, (2) DOE's site char-
acterization plans, and (3) DOE's updated Mission Plan, indicating how the
siting guidelines would use site characterization data in making the final
site selection. An assessment of these documents would provide an
opportunity to review and assess the quality and adequacy of DOE's on-going
work on repository development. If these documents indicate that DOE's
application of the siting guidelines is generally sound, they would lend
assurance that technical and institutional problems are being adequately
addressed. In that event, the NRC staff could pursue implementation of
alternative #2 with the expectation that staff resource requirements might
be minimal. On the other hand, should the DOE documents raise questions,
NRC may elect to strengthen its involvement in the application of
alternative #2, e.g., by including the independent preparation of portions
of the EIS, to ensure that the public and the environment are adequately
protected.
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In sum, we support the staff's recommendation of the second alternative.
We suggest that staff take into account the quality of DOE's final
environmental assessments, site characterization plans and updated Mission
Plan in implementing that alternative.
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