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December 2, 1996 

Mr. John C. Hoyle, 
Secretary of the Commission 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Att. Chief of Docketing Service Branch 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 

.] 
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RECEIVED 

Subj. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT AND 
BASELINING PROJECT 

Dear Mr. Hoyle: 

® 

Attached are comments from the Clark County, Nevada, Department of Comprehensive Planning, 
Nuclear Waste Division (NWD) regarding the Nuclear Regulatory Commission' s (NRC) Strategic 
Assessment and Rebaselining Project. 

The NRC is to be commended for initiating the Strategic Assessment and Rebaselining Project. 
Providing an opportunity for input by stakeholders is especially important in ensuring that the NRC 
has an understanding of the public' s view of its regulatory role and responsibilities. 

In the spirit of providing stakeholder input it f:hould also be noted that a considerable amount of 
time and effort was expended by Kristi Krause, Mike Joyner, and Robert Titus, citizen members of 
Clark County's Yucca Mountain Steering Committee, in reviewing the document. 

In general, we' re pleased to see that the NRC continues to understand the importance that the public 
places in its regulatory role. We're also pleased that the NRC is willing to revisit its responsibilities 
in the regulatory arena. This, we feel, offers NRC the potential for adjusting to the increased 
demands facing the nation in safely managing radioactive waste, in ensuring that the agencies tasked 
with undertaking this mission perform these duties properly, and assuring that the public understands 
the issues and has the opportunity to provide input at early the stages of regulatory activities. At a 
minimum though we recommend that the NRC continue to meet its current regulatory 
responsibilities. 

It is important that the NRC not reduce its regulatory role, or rely on other parties to assume its 
regulatory responsibilities. We understand that a reduction in funding may require all federal 
agencies to create greater efficiencies within their operations. The NRC should, nevertheless, 
continue to adhere to its critical mission of ensuring that nuclear activities are conducted with no risk 
to the public. 

With this in mind the NWD is providing comments on the following Direction-Setting Issues (DSI): 

DSI-2: Oversight of the Department of Energy 
DSI-6: High-level Waste and Spent Fuel 
DSI-12: Risk-Informed, Performance-Based Regulation 
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DSI-14: Public Communication Initiatives 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in NRC's Strategic Assessment, and Rebaselining 
efforts. If there are questions please do not hesitate to contact the NWD. We will be following the 
project with considerable interest. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis Bechtel, Manager 
Nuclear Waste Division 

cc: Board of County Commissioners 
Donald L. Shalmy 
James E. Ley 
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COMMENTS BY THE CLARK COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING, NUCLEAR WASTE DIVISION 

TO THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION'S (NRC) 
STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT AND REBASELINING PROJECT 

DIRECTION SETTING ISSUE (DSI) 2 - OVERSIGHT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
ENERGY (DOE) 

Recommendation: NRC Option 4 (Fake no position on Broad NRC Responsibility for DOE 
Facilities) seems appropriate at this time given the number of future uncertainties, not the least of 
which is NRC' s future funding . It is important that NRC perform its current regulatory 
responsibilities well, and that the agency does not attempt to reduce its effectiveness by attempting 
to perform too many activities. IfNRC's role is expanded by legislation, it is extremely important 
that sufficient additional resources are provided to enable the agency to meet any new duties. 

With regard to the other options, Option 1, and subvariants, we feel , could erode NRC's current 
effectiveness (see discussion below). Option 2B could be acceptable if, once again, sufficient 
funding is available for the NRC. Option 3 and Suboption 3A would be unacceptable. At present, 
the responsibilities of the NRC and the DOE are well defined by current legislation. To alter this 
responsibility would only confuse the general public and increase their distrust of government. 

:Other questions and issues 

Should the NRC seek to expand its regulatory authority and responsibilities to include (all) DOE 
facilities? 

e The subject ofDSI-2 is, "Oversight of the Department of Energy." Much of the discussion in the 
DSI, however, centered on Regulation. Any expansion of NRC's regulatory role needs to be 
evaluated carefully. DOE, however, should be held fully accountable and responsible by a strict 
program of NRC oversight in the areas of facility safety, environmental protection, and worker 
protection within DOE's responsibility. 

Recommendations by the Advisory Committee on External Regulation. 

In Section III (DISCUSSION) there was considerable discussion on recommendations provided by 
the Advisory Committee on External Regulation of the Department of Energy. The Advisory 
Committee recommended that: a) the NRC should regulate "facility safety" at all DOE nuclear 
facilities; b) OSHA should regulate all worker protection; c) The EPA should regulate environmental 
protection matters; and d) States with programs authorized by Federal agencies should acquire roles 
in the regulation of all of the above subjects. 

These recommendations, if implemented, could serve to balkanize the whole structure of nuclear 
responsibility. Should an accident occur the whole subject of nuclear safety responsibility might be 
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compromised. In the interest of public safety any diffusion of responsibilities must be considered 
carefully. 

The statement, in the discussion concerning external regulation as a means to reestablish the 
credibility of DOE, is a recipe for disaster. The statement reads, "It would enable the public, States, 
and tribes to become effectively involved in the regulation of safety at DOE facilities." This 
statement should be changed to read, "It would enable the public, States and tribes to become 
effectively involved in the facility safety process as participants in formal safety reviews" This 
would still provide the public and other external parties with an important role in participating in the 
safety review process but leave intact the regulatory expertise where it belongs. 


