LA-UR-85-507
| Conf - ea 2 - lf

Los Alamos Nahonal Laboralory /s opersied by the University of Calilornia for the Uniled Sistes Depariment ol Energy under coniraclt W-7405-ENG-36

LA-UR=-~85-507

DE85 007707

TITLE:. CASE HISTORIES OF EA DOCUMENTS FOF NUCLEAR WASTE
AUTHOR(S)) Robert W. Vocke

SUBMITTED TO Warcte Management 85, The University cf Arizona,
Tacson, Arizona, March 24-28, 1985

DISCLAIMER

This report waa prepared as an account of work sponsored by an ug....y of the United States

Government. Nelther the United States Government nor any agency therenf, nor any of their

employces, makes any warranty, cxpress or implled, or ansumes any legal liability or responsi-

bllity for the accurrcy, completeness, or usefulness of any Information. apparatus, product, or

procesa dlsclosed. or represents that its use would not infringe privately owned rights. Refer- “
ence hereln to any specific commerclal product, process, or service by trade name, trademark, “S A
manufacturer, or otherwise does not necessarlly constitute or Imply Its endorsement, recom- A )
mendatlon, or favoring by the United States Government or any ag=ncy thereof. The views

and opinlons of authors expressed hereln do not necessarily state or reflect those of the
Unlted States Government or any agency thereof.

By acceptance ol this aihicle the publisher recognizes thal the U S Governmenl relains a noneaclusve royally-lae licanse 10 publish or repioduce
the published lorm ol this coninbulion ot 1o allow olhers 10 do Bo. for US Governmant Dulposes

The Los Alamos Nanvonal Laboralory requests thal the publishel identily 1his ariscle as woik petloimed undel the suspices ol the U S Depaiiment ol Eneigy

LOS AlaNO'S Lesamos Natoa Lavoratory

romu o DISTRIBUTION OF TS DOCUMENT IS BNLIMITED J&J


About This Report
This official electronic version was created by scanning the best available paper or microfiche copy of the original report at a 300 dpi resolution.  Original color illustrations appear as black and white images.



For additional information or comments, contact: 



Library Without Walls Project 

Los Alamos National Laboratory Research Library

Los Alamos, NM 87544 

Phone: (505)667-4448 

E-mail: lwwp@lanl.gov
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ABSTRACT

Nuclear power programs and policies in the United States have been subject to environmental assessment

under the Nation Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) since 1971,

NEPA documentation prepared ‘or programmatic

policy decision-making within the nuclear fuel cycle and concurrent-federal policy are examined as they

relate to radioactive waste managenant in this paper.

Key programmatic environmental {mpact statements that

address radioact{ve waste management include: the Atomic Energy Commission document on management of
commercial high level and transuranium-contaminated racdioactive waste, which focussed on development of
engineered retrievable surface storage facilities (RSSF): the Nuclear Reguiatory Commission (NRC) document on
use of recycled olutonium 1n mixed oxide fuel in 1{ght water cooled rcactors, which focussed on plutonium
recycle and RSSF; the NRC statement on handling of spent 1{ght water power reactor fuel. which focussed on
spent fuel storage; and the Department of Energy (DOE) statement on management of commercially generated

radioactive wastes, which focussed on development of deep gedlogic repositories.

DOE 1s currently pursuing

the deep geologic repository option, with monitored retrievable storage as a secondary option.

In the more than 30 years since the beainning
0of the nuclear energy era, ever {ncreasing amounts of
radioactive wastes have been generated by national
defense programs, by nuclear power {ndustry, and by
medical, industrial, and research activities. During
this time, federal regulators have struggled with
radfoactive waste management {ssues and programmatic
policy decisions. The history of nuclear power
regulatory responsib{lity {s summarized in Table I.
wuclear power programs and policies have been subject
to environmental {mpact assessment under the National
Environmental Pnlicy Act (NEPA) since 1971 (when the
courts ruled 1n the case of Calvert Cl1i1ffs Coodina-
ting Committee V. U.S.AEC).

NEPA, which was {mplemented in 1970, has two
primary aims: (1) ensuring that federal decision-
makers consider the environmental impact of thelir
actiors, and (2) providing a means by which the pub-
14{¢ 1s informed of and can participate in analysis of
environmental {n-a-*c _f a proposed action.! Al-
though NEPA does not specifically require preparation
of programmatic environmental impact statuments
(E1Ss), the courts require the{r preparation when the
{nstitution of a program foracloses decisions on
whether to approve individual projects that them-
selves require EISs.2

In many instances the purposes of NEPA [Sec.ion
102(2)(c)) will best be servad by a programmatic EIS.
A programmatic EIS may be prepared at th~ time the
general rules for conduct of the program are {ssued,
or may result from the thorough reexamination NEPA
requires for ongoing programs. The programmatic EIS
affords an occasion for a more comprehensive consid-
eration of effects and alternatives than 1s practi-
cable in ¢ statement on an individual action and {t
avoids duplicative discussion of basic policy ques-
tions. A programmatic EIS can be supplemented or
updated as necessary to account for changes in cir-
cumstances or public policy and to meature cumulative
impacts over time. lowever, & proyrammatic EIS would

not satisfy Section 102(2)(c) {1f 1t were superficial
or 1{m{ted to generalities. The very rationale for
a programmatic EIS requires that envircnmental
considerations be fully analyzed. When all signi-
ficant 1ssues cannot be treated adequately 1n con-
nection with the program as a whole, assessments of
more 1imi{ted scope will be necessary on some or all
{nd{ividual actions to complete the analysis.?

Programmatic NEPA documents, which deal with
broad policy options within the nuclear fuet cycle.
are presented in Table Il. The fuel cycle 1ncludes
those steps involved 1n removing uranium ore from
the earth and transforming {t into reactor fuel
(1.e., mining, mi11ing, conversion, enrichment, and
fuel fahrication) ard steps occurring after uranium
fuel {s spent (i.e., storage, reprocessing, and
waste disposal),

NEPA documentation prepared for programmatic
policy decision-making within the nuclear fuel cycle
and concurrent federal policy are examined as they
relate to radioactive waste management in this
peper. Programmatic statemerts directly related to
radioactive waste management are summar!zed ({.e.,
Purpose and Scope; Findings) 1n Table III.

President Nixon, in his energy policy message
to Congress in June 1971, stressed the need for
development of the 1iquid metal fast breeder reactor
(LMFBR).® Again emphasizing the future of nuclear
energy in his State of the Union Message on Natural
Resources and the Environment, 15 February 1973,
President Nixon pointed out that the major
alternative to foss{l energy for the remainder of
the century was nuclear energy.“ Additionally, he
{ndicated that development of the LMFBR was the
highest priority target for nuclear research and
development. In the yame year, 12 June 1973, the
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia ruled
that the AEC must file an environmental impact
statement on the LMFBR program.



President Nixon also emphasized in his State of
the Union Message that additional funding was being
provided to assure that the rapidly growing reliance
on nuclear power would not compromise public health
and safety. This included supporting work on systems
for safe surface storage of radfoactive waste and
expioring the possib{1ity of underground burial for
long-term containment of radioactive waste produced
by nuclear reactors.“

In his 1974 statement on energy, President Kixon
emphasized the follawing, relative to nuclear power:
(1) before 1985, widespread introduction of nuclear
power must occur; (2) beyond 1985, considerable
payoffs from programs in nuclear breeder reactors
should accur; and (3) programs in nuclear fusion and
advanced breeder reactors appear to be keys to the
future.5 Additionally, he called for creation of the
Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA)
and the Department of Energy and Natural Resources.

Meanwhile, the ability of AEC to manage radio-
active waste was severely questioned by the public.
In 1974, the AEC shelved {ndefinitely two proposals
to store radioactive wastes from nuclear power
plants--the Lyons, Kansas Salt Mines and the Savannah
River bedrock program.“ The proposals were ultimate-
1y abandoned because of uncertain environmental
{mpacts ldentified by AEC and public analyses con-
ducted through the EIS process.®

Subsequently, in September 1974, AEC {1ssued the
first programmatic draft EIS on radioactive waste
management.? The proposal it contained, to construct
and operate a retrievable surface storage facility
(RSSF), was widely criticized by citizen and environ-
mental groups ag well as by EPA for many reasons. In
particular, because it did not respond to the need
for ultimate disposal of raaioactive wastes.® During
this timy frame AEC also proposed, in the draft EIS
for the LMFBR, that high-level radioactive wastes be
deposited for an interim period in RSSF, pending
development of a suftable method for permanent stor-
age.> Some comments criticized the RSSF proposal us
being of unproven reliabi{lity, security, and cost-
effectiveness,

The {ssue of priorities in the conduct of feder-
al energy research an¢ development did receive de-
tailed scrutiny by the Congress and the executive
branch during 1974 and early 1975.€6 The federal
energy research and development (R&D) budget had been
weighted heavily toward nuclear power with pari'cular
emphasis on the LMFBR program. Recent energy supply
problems, the perceived 1imited payoff from nuclear
R&D, and increasing concern with the anvironmental
and public safety implications of nuclear power re-
sulted in passage of several energy-related acts,
including the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, The
Act abolished AEC and created ERDA and Nuclsar Regul-
atory Commission (NRC). 1In Apri) 1975, ERDA withdrew
the AEC September 1974 draft EIS on radiocsctive waste
management stating that a new rtudy would be prepared
ovalusting 211 cnvironmentally significant waite-
producing steps of the fuel cycle and ultimate Jdis-
posal of radioactive wastes. ERDA published a na-
tional energy plan for rasearch and development 1n
mid-1975,

The gener{c draft EIS on the use of recycle
plutonium {n mixed oxide fuel in 1{ght water cooled
reactors (GESMO) was {ssued in August 1974 by AEC.®
In 1ts draft EIS dealing 4ith plutonium recycle, the
ALC had recognized the importance of adequate safe-
guards for the plutonium in various parts of the
fuel cycle, but took the position that the decision
to permit plutonium recycle could be made in mid-
1975 before a system of safeguards was designed. so
long as the system was operational before recycle
proceeded.t6 In January 1975, the President's
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) expressed the
view that the AEC draft EIS was incomplete because
there wasn't a comprchensive analysis of the
safeguards. .issue. The CEQ believed that such a
presentation should be made by NRC prior to 1ts
final decisions on plutonfum recycle. Subsequently.
NRC ceferred 1ts decision on plutonium recycle until
alternative safeguards systems were complete and a
safeguards program designed and subjected to public
review. In November 1975 the NRC announced {ts
schedules and proccdures for completing GESMO and
{ts decision on whether to permit recycling of
plutonium,9 The U.,S. Court of Appeals for the
Second Court reversed and remanded to NRC that
portion of the order dgealing with interim licensing
of plutonfum recycle facilities prior to NRC final
decision on widescale use of plutonium,

President Carter submitted his National Energy
Plan to Congress during April '977. The plan
{dentified the following uteps his Admin{stratior
would take to deal with domestic nuclear safety and
spent fuel storage: an improved inspection program,
mandatory reporting of all mishaps and failures;
development of {mproved siting criteria: a review of
the entire 1icensing process; and a review of the
ERDA radiocactive waste management activities.!0 The
plan cailed for creation of the Department of Energy
(DOE) to succeed ERDA. In Apri{l 1977, President
Carter also announced a major redirection of policy.
proposing to aveid nuclear proiiferation and
postponing use of plutonium a3 a commercial fuel.
The following October the Carter Administration
roquested termination of GESMO and NRC halted
proceedings in December 1977,

During April 1977, the Carter Admin{stration
t1so announced foreign and domestic policies for
providing adequate and safe storage of spent nuclear
fuel.1l Domestic policy allowed U.S. nuclear
powgrplants to turn spent nuclear fuel over to the
federal government for storage and disposal. On
18 October 1977, DOE announced that the federal
government would accept and take title to spent
nuclear fuel from utilities upon payment of one-
time storage fees.12 DOE pol'cy actions presumed
continued 11ght water operaticn power generation
with discharge of spent fuel ind government
responsibility for the storage and disposition of
spent fuel. Subsequently, NRC published the
programmatic draft EIS for handling and storage of
spent 1{ght water power reactor fuel (March 1970).12
Major findings of the EIS were that sterage would
have an insigniticant impact on the environment and
that 1f an operational geologic repository ware in
place before the year 2000, away-from-reactor
storage requirements wnuld not be great.



The CEQ, 1n their 1978 report on the environ-
ment, indicated that for many years the view of AEC
and fater ERDA was that basic scientific and techni-
cal information for safe dispusal of nuclear waste
was available and that a methnd only needed to be
demonstrated.ll CEQ, however, cited a recent General
Accounting Office report which concluded that the
future of nuclear power {n the U.S. was threatened by
the unsolved radijactive waste disposal {ssues.

President Carter, in his message to Congress on
Environmental Priorities and Programs (August 1979),
cited as accomplishments since 1977 the following:
(1) the 1977 Nuclear Non=Prol{feration Act and (2)
{ndefinite deferral of other activities that might
lend to weapons proliferation, particularly nuclear
fuel reprocessing and commercialization of the breed-
er reactor.!d Additionally, President Carter indi-
cated that he would soon announce a national waste
management policy designed to deal effectively with
nuclear wastes from all sources, including ~ommer-
cial, defense, medical, and research activities. The
nuclear waste management policy was to be based pri-
mar{ly on recommendations presented by the Inter-
agency Review Group (IRG) on Nuclear Waste Management
(March 1979). Some important findings of their re-
port included:

e Existing and future nuclear waste from mil11ta~y and
civilian activities, inrcluding discarded spent fuel
from the once-through nuclear fuel cycle, should be
{solated {rom the biusphere so that {t does not
pose a significant threat to public health and
safety.

e The responsibility for establishing a waste progrem
should not be deferred to future generations.

e A broader research and development program for
waste disposal, particularly geologic isolation,
should begin promptly.

e Public participation should be developed and
strengthened for all aspects of nuclear waste man-
agement programs.

Tne IRG also recommended that py 1981, DOE and NRC
should review existing and alternative low-level
radioactive waste (LLW) disposal techniques.!d The
IRG considered safe disposal of mi1l tailings a mat-
ter of great urgency and importance. The IRG {ndica-
ted that dealing witk {nstitutional {ssues in nuclear
waste management was as important and difficult as
technical problems--perhaps more so.

The NRC published two programmatic E!Ss on man-
agement of radiocactive wasto for determining regula-
tory requirements (1.e., urarium milling on September
198G; 14 and 1icensing requirements for land disposal
of LLWH on November 1982).18 The NRC {dentified man-
agement alternatives for uranium mills and mi11 tail-
{ngs that could achieve congressional aims of ade-
quately controlling emissions without ongc ing main-
tenance at a reasonable cost. The 1982 final EIS was
1imited in scope 1n that all {ssues associated with
disposal of LLW were not analyzed. Rather, tha
final EIS provided the decision analysis for

1icensing requirements 1n 10 CFR Part 61. NRC staff
analyzed alternative courses of action and
requirements were selected with consideration of
costs, environmental impacts, and health and safety
effects to current and future generations. The
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980
delegated responsibility for LLW disposal to the
states., States are in the process of forming
regional compacts for wanaging and disposing of

LLW,

On 12 February 1980, President Carter announced
the first radioactive waste management program. DOE
subsequently published the programmatic final EIS on
managerent.of commercially generated radioactive
waste (Ocvober 1980). The proposed action reflected
the Carter Administration policy/interim planning
strategy, which was to rece{ve emphasis pending DOE
NEPA review. DOE concluded that a decision to
proceed with the proposed action of disposing of
commercially generated radioactive wastes in deep
geologic repositories was warranted. The no-action
alternztive ({.e., indefinite storage) was found to
be undesirable because the temporary alternative was
found to be contrary to presidential proclamation,

In his Cctober 1981 policy statement on nuclear
power, President Reagan addressed the radiocactive
waste probiem by directing the DOE, working with
{ndustry and state governments, to prcceed swiftly
toward deploying the means of storing and disposing
of commercial high-level radioactive wastes. Presi-
dent Reagan signed into law the Nuclear Haste Policy
Act of 1982 on 7 January 1983, The Act provided for
the development of repositories for disposal of
high-level radfoactive wac*e and spent nuclear fuel
and established a program of research, development,
and demonstration regarding disposal of high-level
radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. The Act
required DOE to site, 1{ceise, and operate re-
positories for spant nuclear fuel and high-level
radioactive waste in a manner thst would provide
reasonabi= assurance that the public and the en-
vironment will be adequately protected. The program
developed by DOE to fulfill requirements of the Act
wai published in the 1984 Draft Mission Plan for the
Civilian Radioactive Haste !Hanagement Program.l?

LOE gave notice, of the availability of draft en-
vironmental assessments for nin> potentially accept-
able sites for a repository for permarent dispoaal
of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive
weate, on 20 Dacember 1984,

In concluaion, programmatic NEPA documentatfon
has been prepared for radioactive waste managemr.ni
proqrammatic policy decision-making, This NEPA
documentation lhas provided a means by which the
public 1s informad of and can participate in
analysis of environmental impacts of a proposed
action. EIS findings, however, have tended to
support existing federal policy for radioactive
management, for example, the DOE final EIS for
management of commercially generated radioactive
wastes, Additionally, radioactive waste management
policy has tended to be ret by presidential
proclamation, which in some cases has praceded
NEPA.
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History of Nuclear Power Reguiatory Responsibility in the United Suztes

Army Corps of Engineers QCOE)--COE. under the

Manhattan District Prniect. controlled development of
nuclear energy (atomic ~eapons program in World War
1.

Atomic Energy Commission (AEC)--Atomic Energy Act

of 1946 transferred control over development of nu-
clear uvnergy to AEC. From 1946 to 1954 the federal
government retained ownership of all nuclear mate-
rials and facilities. Atomic Energy Act of 1964
allowed the private sector to possess nuclear mate-
rials and to build and operate nuclear reactors under
AEC 1i{cense,

Nuclear Regulatory Commission gllcl--Enorgy

Reorganization Act of 1774 assigned regulatory
functions of AEC to NRC. NRC has the power to
regulate specific facilities and to enforce radiation
standards, NRC 1s to supplement DOT transport
regulations for radioactive materials that have a
high potential hazard. NRC and DOT have
responsibility for developing safety standards for
packaging materials. The Atomic Energy

Act of 1954 allowed NRC to transfer some of {ts
authority to state governments.

Energy Research and Development Administration
--Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 assigned
research and development functions of AEC to ERDA.

Department of Energy (DOE)--Energy Organization

Act of 1977 transferred ERDA functions to DC~

Environmental Protection Agency gEPA]--The

President’'s Reorganization Plar No. 3 of 1970
transferred the environmental standard setting
functions from AEC to EPA. Federal Radiation
Protection Council functions were also transferrad
to EPA. L[PA regulates disposal of radioactive
wastes into oceans,

Department of Trensportation (DOT)--DOT {3

responsible for developing overall transport
regulations for safe shipment of radioactive
materials,




TABLE il

Steps in Fuel Cycle--Generic EIS.

Mining--None,

Mi11{ng--Final Generic Environmental Impact
Statement on Uranium Milling, MUREG-0706, September
1980 (Prepared by NRC).

Final Envirormental Impact Statement for Remedial
Action Standards for Inactive Uranium Processing
Sites, 40 CFR 192, EPA 520/4-82-013-1, October 1982
(Prepared by EPA).

Conversion--None.

Enricheent--Final Environnental Statement, Expan-
sfon of U.S. Uranium Enrichment ERDA-1543, Apri{l 1976
(Prepared by ERDA).

Fuel Fabrication--None.

Commercial Power Generation--Final Envi-onmental
Inpact Statement, Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor
Program, ERDA-1535, 1975 (Prepared by ERDA).

Final Envirormental Statement, Expansion of U.S.
Breeder Reactor Progaram, ERDA-1541, June 1976 (Pre-
pared by ERDA).

Final Environmental Statement, Manufacture of Float-
ing Nuclear Power Plants by Offshore Power Systems,
Part I, NUREG-75 091, 1976; Part !l NUREG-0056, 1978;
Part IlI1 NUREG-0127, 1978 (Prepared by NRC).

Reprocessing--Final Generic Environmental State-
ment on the Use of Recycle Plutonfum in Mixed Oxide
Fuel in Light Water Cooled Reactors, NUREG-0002,
August 1976 (Prepared by NRC).

Spent Fuel Storage--Final Gewneric Environmentsl
Inpact Statement on Handling and Storage of Spent
Light Water Power Reactor Fuel, NUREG-9575, August
1979 (Prepared by NRC).

Final Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. Spent Fuel
Policy, LOL/EIS-0015, May 1980 (Prepared by DOE).

Radiocactive Waste Management--Draft Environmental

Statement, Management of Commercial and High Level
and Transuranium=Contaminated Radioactive Was..,
WASH-1539, September 1974 (Prepared by AEC).

Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement on Uran-
fum Mi114ng, NUREG-0706, September 1980 (Prepared by
NRC).

Programmatic EISs Prepared for Steps in the Nuclear Fuel Cycle

Finai Environmental Impact Statement, Management of
Commercially Generated Radfoactive Waste, DOE/
E1S-0046F, October 1980 (Prepared by DOE).

Final Environmental Impact Statement for Remedieal
Action Standards for Inactive Uranium Processing
Sites, 40 CFR 192, EPA 520/4-82-013-1, October 1982
(Prepared by EPA).

Final Environmental Impact Statement 10 CFR Part 61,
Licensing Requirements for Land Disposal of Radio-
active Waste, NUREG-0945, November 1982 (Prepared by
NRC},

Transportaticn--Final §nvironmental Impact
Statement, Transpurtaticn of Radioactive Material by
Rail, IC-1-32-r~-11, August 1977 (Prepared by DOT).

Final Environmental Statement on the Transportation
of Radioactive Materials by Air and Other Modes,
NUREG-0170, December 1977 (°repared by NRC).

Transportation of Radionuclides {n Urban Environs:
Draft Environmental Assassment, NUREG-CR-0743, July
1980 (Prepared by NRC).

Decomnissioning--Final Generic Environmental
Impact Staterent on Uranium Mi11ing. NUREG-0706.
September 1980 (Prepared by NRC).

Final Environmental Impact Statement, Management of
Commercially Generated Radioactive Waste, DOE/EIS-
0044F, October 1980 (Prepared by DOE).

Draft Generic Enviroamental Impact Statement on
Decommissioning of Nuclear Fac{l{ties, NUREG-0586,
January 1981 (Frepared by NRC).

Final Environmental Impact Statement for Remedial
Action Standards for Iractive Uranium Processing
Sites, 40 CFR 192, EPA 520/4-82-013-1, October 1982
{Prepared by EPA).

Radiation Protection Standards--Environmental
Radiation Protecticn Requirements for Normal Opera-
tions of Activities in the Uranium Fuel Cycle, Final
Environmental Statement, 40 CFR 190, EPA 520/4-76-
016, November 1976 (Prepared by EPA).

Final Environmental Impact Statement for Remedial
Action Standards for Inactive Uranium Processing
Sites, 40 CFR 192, EPA 520/4-82-013-1, October 1982
(Prepared by EPA).



TABLE 11l

SUMMARY OF PROGRAMMATIC NEPA DOCUMENTATION FOR RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT

Draft Environmental Statement, Management of Com-
mercial High Level and Transuranium—Contaminated
Radicactive Wiste (Intent to Prepare, October 1973;
Draft, September 1974; Final, Cencelled)

Purpose and Scope. The EIS addressed the AEC program
to develop repositories for storage or disposal of
commercial high-level radioactive waste, which must
be transferred to AEC custody under existing regula-
tion, and with plans for handling commercial trans-
uranfum-contaminated waste, which was expected to be
transferred to AEC custody under anti{cipated new
regulation. The basic purpose was to assess the
environmental consequences of developing an engineer-
ed retrievable surface storages facility (RSSF) for
commercial high-level waste; c¢f evaluating geologic
formations and sites for the purpose of developing a
repository for permanent disposal; and of providing
retrievable storage for commercial tran:s ranium
con*aminated waste pending availability of permanent
disposal.

Findings. Overall {impact of actual construction

and operation of RSSF was expected to be beneficial,
providing {nterim waste storage to allow the neces-
sary time--expected to be two to three decades--to
develop permanent disposal,

Final Generic Environmental Statement on the Use

of Recycle Plutonium 1n Mixec Oxide Fuel in Light
Water Cooled Reactors {GESMO) (Intent to Prepare,
February 1974; Draft, Auaust 1974; Final, August

1976)

Purpose and Scope. The EIS was to assist NRC 1n
arriving at a decision as to whether or not the use
of fixed oxide fuel (& mixture of plutonium oxide

and uranium ox{de) 1n 1ight water reactors shouid Le
permitted and {f sc, under what conditions. The
final clIS analyzed the health, sufety, and environ-
mental impact costs and benefits of implcmenting any
one of the three options for the 11ght water reactor
fuel cycle: wuranium and plutonium recycling, uranium
recycling, and no recycling.

Findings. The AEC staff concluded in the draft EIS
that widescale use of mixed oxide fuel should be
approved. The draft EIS did not set forth a detailed
cost-benefit analysis of alterrative programs for
safeguarding plutonium, but concluded that the prob-
lem would not be unmanageable. Principel findings in
the final included: safety at reactsrs and fuel cycle
faci11ties was not affected significantly by recycle
nonradiological impacts were smaller under the re-
cycle option; plutonium recycle extended uranium
resources and reduced enrichment requirements; wide-
scals recycle has a likely economi< advantage; dif-
ferences in health effects attributable tuv recycle
provided no significant basis for selecting a fuel
cycle option; and no waste management considerations

were {dont{fied that would bar recycle of uranium
and plutonium.

Final Generic Environmental Impact Statesent on
Handling and Storage of Spent Light Water Power
Reactor Fuel (Intent to prepare, September 1975;
Draft, March 1978; Fimal, August 1979)

Purpose and Scope. The NRC directed the staff to
analyze alternatives for handling and storage of
spent Tight water power reactor fuel, with
particular emphasis on developing long-range po.icy.
Accordingly, the staff examined alternative methods
of spent fuel storage as well as Jossible
restriction or termination of the generation of
spent fuel through nuclear power plant shutdown.

Finoings. Storage of 1ight water reactor spent fuel
17 water pouls had an insignificant impact on away-
from-reactor sites. Use of alternative dry passive
storage techniques for aged fuel appeared to be
equally feasible and environmentally acceptable.
Currtaiinent of spent fuel generation, by closing
existing power plarts when their spent fuel pools
become filled and by prohib{ting construction of new
nuclear plants was found to be undesirable and not
necessary, Assuming that the nat{onal objectives of
an operational geclogic repositorv for high-level
nuclear wastes and possible disposal of spent fuel
was attained by or before year 2000, the staff con-
cluded that the amount of spent fuel requiring away-
from-reactor storage would not be great.

Final Environmental Impact Statement, Management
of Commercially Generated Racdioactive Wastes (Draft,
April 1979; Final, October 1980)

purpose and Scope, DOE has responsibility to
develop technologies for management ana disposal of
certain classes of commercially generated radioact-
{ve wastes (1.,e., high-level and transuranin). The
EIS compared three programmatic alternatives for
management of commercially generated radioactive
wastes ({.e., disposal in deep geologic reposi-
tories, parallel development of several disposal
technologies, and {ndefinite storage).

Findings. DOF concluded that a decision to proceed
with the proposed action of disposing of commercial-
1y generated radiocactive wastes in deep geologic
repositories was warranted. The conclusion applied
whether wastes were generated in the once-through or
in the reprocessing fuel cycle option. The no-
action alternative (1.e., indefinite storage) was
found undesirable bccause waste storage was tem~
porary, additional facilitiss needed to be con-
structed, and c¢ha no-action alternative contradicted
presidential proclamation,



