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Cornissioner Rogers' Comments on SECY-92-351:

I approve the staff's recommendation. However, I think that the
definition of " Land Disposal Facility" proposed by Commissioner
dePlanque is clearer than the definition proposed in SECY-92-351
and should be substituted for it. Also, the characterization of
the public comment about increased regulatory uncertainty for
above-ground disposal (on page 8 of Enclosure 1) and the response
(on page 9) are not consistent. As characterized, the comment is
concerned with the potential for legal uncertainty that could arise
frca differences between criteria developed by the states in the
absence of NRC criteria. The response focusses on whether
Agreement States may set more stringent criteria than the NRC -- a
difforent issue. If the comment has been mischaracterized, that
should be corrected. Otherwise, the response should be revised to

be more to the point. K w
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