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From: Bjornsen, Alan
Sent: Monday, December 20, 2010 12:17 PM
To: Cohen, Stephen; Davis (FSME), Jennifer
Cc: Hsueh, Kevin
Subject: RE: Can you help with this?

Steve, 
 
The ER is not a NEPA document.  Therefore, the applicant does not have to analyze alternatives to the degree 
that an EIS requires.  However, the applicant does need to identify alternatives that are reasonable.  Then, it is 
the NRC’s responsibility, under 10 CFR Part 51, to analyze the reasonable alternatives, equally.  But, the NRC 
would like to have the applicant identify the alternatives rather than NRC staff coming up with what they think 
might be a reasonable alternative.  The applicant also needs to tell the NRC why they think the alternative is 
reasonable.  The applicant should have at least one reasonable alternative in addition to the proposed action 
and the no action. 
 
Alan   
 

From: Cohen, Stephen  
Sent: Monday, December 20, 2010 10:41 AM 
To: Bjornsen, Alan; Davis (FSME), Jennifer 
Subject: Can you help with this? 
 
This is a question from Pugsley.  Jenny, I am getting to your question, probably this afternoon. 
 
Steve 
 

From: Chris Pugsley [mailto:cpugsley@athompsonlaw.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 20, 2010 9:28 AM 
To: Cohen, Stephen 
Subject: Generic Question on License Applications for ISRs 
 
Hi Steve: 
 
I had a generic question regarding environmental reports for ISR license applications.  When we prepare environmental 
reports, we generally put in Section 2 a list of actions to be analyzed similar to the GEIS (proposed action, no action) and 
then a detailed list of actions that were deemed to be reasonable but discounted that include a range of options 
including using different waste management techniques, placing the CPP in different locations, and using conventional 
mining techniques.  However, in the Section 4 impact analysis, we generally only do the detailed impact analysis on the 
first two options because NRC is only required to do a “reconnaissance level” inquiry into other options.  If a license 
applicant were to present an environmental report in this format, would that be acceptable and would it cause delay in 
the SEIS process due to a lack of impact analysis for other options? 
 
Christopher S. Pugsley, Esq. 
Partner 
Thompson & Pugsley, PLLC 
1225 19th Street, NW 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20036 
(202) 496-0780 
(fax) (202) 496-0783 
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(cell) (202) 870-3387 
cpugsley@athompsonlaw.com 
 
This message may contain information and/or attachments that are subject to attorney-client privilege or other 
protection.  If you receive this message in error, please destroy all copies of this message and its attachments and 
contact Chris Pugsley at (202) 496-0780. 
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