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CASE HISTORIES OF EA DOCUMENTS FOR NUCLEAR HASTE

Robert H. Vocke
Los Alamos National Laboratory
Los Alamos, New Mexico 07544

ABSTRACT

Nuclear power programs and pollcies In the united States have been subject to ●nvironmental assessment
under the Nation Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) since 1971. NEPA documentation prepared ‘nr programmatic
policy decision-makingwlthln the nuclear fuel cycle and concurrentrfederalPOIICY are examined as they
relate to radioactivewaste managenr?ntIn this paper. Key programmatic envlronm?.ntalimpact statements that
address radioactive waste management Include: the Atomic Energy Cowsnlssfondocument on management of
commercial high level and transuranimrcontamfnated radfOOCtlVe WaSte, which focussed on development of
engineered retrievable surface storage facilities (RSSF); the Nuclenr Regulatory Commission (NRC) document on
use of recycled plutonium in mixed oxide fuel In light water cooled ruactors, which focussed on plutonlum
recycle and RSSF; the NRC statement on handling of Spent light water power reactor fuel, which focussed on
spent fuel storage; and the Department of Enrrgy (DOE) statement on management of commercially generated
radioactivewastes, which focussed on development of deep geologic repositories. 00E Is currently pursuing
the deep geologic repository option, with monitored retrievable storage as a secondary option.

In the more than 30 years since the beginning
of the nuclear energy era, ever increasing amounts of
radioactivewastes have been generated by national
defense programs, by nuclear power industry, and by
medical, Industrial, and research actlvltles. During
thfs time, federal regulators have struggled wfth
radioactivewaste management issues and programnatlc
policy decisions. The history of nuclear power
regulatory responsibility IS sunsnarizedIn Table I.
:,~klearpower programs and policles have been subject
to ●nvironmental Impact assessment under the Natfonal
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) since 1971 (when the
courts ruled In the case of Calvert Cliffs Coordin-
atingCommittee V. U.S.AEC).

NEPA, which was Implemented in 1970, has two
primary alms: (1) ensuring that federal decislon-
makers consider the environmental Impact of their
actions, and (2) providing a means by which the pub-
lic Is Informed of and can participate in analysis of
environmental in.;~”z Jf h proposed action.1 Al-
though NEPA does not SpeciflcOlly require preparation
of programmaticenvironmental Impact statumnts
(EISS), the courts requfre their preparationwhen the
Iustitutfonof a program forecloses declslons on
whether to approve Individual projects that therrr
:elves requfre EISS.2

In many tnstances the purposes of NEPA [See.lon
102(2)(c)]will best be ser”?d by a programmatic EIS.
A progrananatlcEIS may be prepared at th- tlnm tha
general rules for conduct of the program are Issued,
or may result from the thorough reexamination NEPA
rcqulrcs for ongofng programs. The programnatlc EIS
affords an occasion for a more comprohenalve consid-
eration of cfftcts and altarnatfvea than 1s practi-
cable In & statement on an fndfvfdual action and It
avoids duplicative dfscusalon of basic polfcy ques-
tions, A progrananatlcEIS cnn be supplemented or
updated as nec~ssary to account for chang~s fn cir-
cumitancaa or publfc pollcy and to maacuro cumulattvc
tmpacta over time, However, Q progranrnatlcEIS would

not satisfy Sectfon 102(2)(c) If it were superficial
or limited to generalities. The very rationale for
a programatlc EIS requires that environmental
considerations be fully analyzed. When all signi-
ficant Issues cannot be treated adequately In con-
nection with the program as a whole, assessments of
more limited scope will be necessary on some or all
indi~idual actions to complete the analysis.~

Programmatic NEPA documents, which deal with
broad policy options wfthln the nuclear fuel cycle,
are presented in Table II. The fuel cycle Includes
those steps involved In removing uranium ore flom
the earth and transforming It Into reactor fuel
(I.e., mlnfng, milling, conversion, enrichment, and
fuel fahricatlon) a~d steps occl,rrlngafter uranium
fuel is spent (I.e., storage, reprocessing, and
waste dfsposal).

NEPA documentation prepared for programmatic
polfcy declslon-makingwtthfn the nuclear fuel cycle
and concurrent federal policy are examined as they
relate to radioactive waste management in this
pope?, Programmatic stateme~ts dfrectly related to
radioactive waste management are euwm’iar!zed(f.e.,
Purpose and Scope; Ffndings) fn Table 111.

Presfdant Nixon, In his energy policy message
to Congrass In June 1971, stressed the need for
development of th,eliquld metal fast breeder reactor
(LMFBR).~ Again emphasizing the future of nu~lear
energy In hls State of the Union Message on Natural
Resources and the Environment, 15 February 1973,
President llfxonpotnted out that the major
alt~rnatfve to fossfl energy for tha r~mafnder of
the century was nUClear energy.~ Additionally, he
lndlcated that development of the LMFBR was the
highest prlorfty target for nuclear research and
development. In the sme year, 12 June 1973, the
Court of Appeals for the Dlstrfct of Columbia ruled
that the AEC must file an anvirommental Impact
statement on the LMFBR program,



president Nixon also ●mph~stzed in hls State of
the Union Message that additional funding was being
provfd@d to assure that the rapidly growfng rellance
on nuclear pawer would not compromise public health

and safety. TtIlsincluded supporting work on systems
for safe surface storage of radioactive waste and
exp:orlng the posslblllty of underground burial for
long-term containment of radioactivewaste produced
by nuclear reactors.u

In hls 1974 statement on ●nergy, Presfdent Nixon
emphasized the follfiwlng,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 o:cur; and (3) progr~ms In nuclear fusfon and
advanced breeder reactors appear to be keys to the
futures Additionally, he called for creation of the
Enargy Research and Development Admln18tratlon (ERDA)
and the Department of Energy and Natural Resources.

Meanuhtle, the ability of AEC ta manage radio-
active waste was severely questioned by the public.
In 1974, the AEC shelved Indeflnttely two proposals
to store radioactive wastes from nuclear power
plants--the Lyons, Kansas Salt Mines and the Savannah
River bedrock program.# The proposals were IIltlIIIate-
ly abandoned because of uncertatn environmental
Impacts Identlfledby AEC and publlc analyses con-
ducted through the EIS process.6

Subsequently, In September 1974, AEC Issued the
first programmatic draft EIS on radioactive waste
management.T The proposal It contilned, to construct
and operate a retrievable surface storage facfllty
(RSSF),was widely criticized by cltlzen and envlron-
nmntdl groups as well as by EPA for many reasons. In
particular, because It Qfd not respond to the need
for ultlmate disposal of raaloactlveuastes.6 During
this tlm frame AEC also proposed, In the draft EIS
for the LMFBR, that high-level radioactivewastes be
deposited for an Interim period In RSSF, pendfng
development.of a suitable method for pefwianantstor-
ages Some comments crttfcfzed the RSSF proposal &s
balng of unproven relfablllty, security, and cost-
effectiveness.

The Issue of prlorltles in the conduct of fede~
al enargy research and development dfd recefva de-
tailed Bcruttny by the Congress and the exacutlve
branch during 1974 dnd early 1975.6 The federal
energy research and development (R&D) budget had beeh
welghtad heavfly toward nuclear power with particular
emphasis on the LMFBR program. Recent energy supply
problams, tha percefvad llmfted payoff from nuclear
RAD, and Increaslrq concarn with thq anvlronmantal
bnd publfc safety Implfcatlont of nucl@ar power re-
sulted fn paasage of sevaral energy-related acts,
tncludlng tha Energy ReorganfzatfonAct of 1974. The
Act abolished AEC and created ERDA and Nuclear regul-
atory Conwnlsslon(NRC). In April 1975, ERDA withdrew
the AEC September 1974 draft EIS on radioactive waste
managemolt h~tfng that a new rtudy would be prapered
ovalu:tfti;311 environmentallysl~nlflcant ua3te-
produclng otepc of the fuel cycle and ultimata dfs-
pO1al of rad~OaCtlvc wastes. ERDA publlahed a na-
t~Onal energ~ plan for rotrarch and development In
mld-1976.

The generic draft EIS on the use of recycle
plutonlum In mixed oxide fuel In lfght water cooled
reactors (GESMD) was Issued In August 1974 by AEC.e
In Its draft EIS dealing dlth p!utonlum 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 plUtOfIIUM reCYCle could be made in mid-
1975 before a system of safeguards was designed, so
long as the system was operational before recycle
proceeded.6 In January 19;5, the Presfdent’s
Council ofIEnvironmental Quality (CEQ) expressed the
vfew that the AEC draft EIS was Incomplete because
there wasn’t a comprehensive analysls of the
safeguards,.issue.The CEQ believed that such a
presentation should be made by NRC prior to its
final declslons on plutonium recycle. Subsequently,
NRC deferred Its declslon on plutonium recycle until
alternative safeguards SYStemS were complete and a
safeguards program designed and subjected to public
rcvlew. In November 1975 the NRC announced Its
schedules and procedures for completing GESMO and
its declslon on whether to permit recycllng of
plutonlum.g The u.S. Court of Appeals for the
Second Court reversed and remanded to NRC that
portion of the order sealing w{th interim licensing
of plutonium recycle facilities prior to NRC final
declslon on wldescale use of plutonlum.

President Carter submitted his Nationnl Energy
Plan to Congress durln4 Aprtl 1977. The plan
Iclentfffedthe followfng steps hls Admtnlstratior
would take to deal with domestic nuclear safety and
spent fuel szorage: an Improved inspection program;
mandatory reportfng of all mishaps and failures;
development of tmproved Sttfng crtterta; a revt~w of
the entire llc~nslng process; and a review of the
ERDA radioactive waste management activities.lo The
plan called for creation of the Department of Energy
(DOE) to SIICCOedERDA. In April 1977, President
Carter also Pnnounced a major redirection of policy,
proposfng to avoid nuclear proliferation and
postponing use of plutonium a~ a commercial fuel.
The followlng October the Carter Administration
requested termination of GESMO and NRC halted
proceedfnqs In December 1977.

During April 1977, the Carter Admtnlstratfon
also announced foreign and domestic policies for
provfdfng adequate and safe storage of spent nuclear
fuel.11 Domestfc policy allowed U.S. nuclear
pawerplants to turn spent nuclear fuel over to the
federal government for storage and disposal. On
18 October 1977, DOE announced that tho federal
government would accept and tikg tftle to spent
nuclear fuel from utillties upon payment of one-
time 8torage fees.lz DOE pol!cy actions prasumed
continued light water operattcn powar generation
with dfscharge of spant fuel And government
responstbfltty for the storage and disposition of
apent fuel, Subsequently, NRC published the
pro9raImnattcdraft EIS for handling and storage of
spent ltqht water power reactor fuel (March 197U).lZ
Major findings of the EIS were that strrage would
have an fnsfgnttlcant Impact on the .nvfronmant and
that If an operational geologfc repository ware In
place before the year 2000, away-from-reactor
storage requlremantswauld not be grett.



The CEQ, In their 1978 report on t,heenvlron-
nw?nt,Indicated that for miny y~ars the view of AEC
and later ERDA was that basic scfentlflc and techni-
cal information for safe cifspuxilof nuclear waste
was available and that a method only needed to be
demonstrated.11 CEO, however, cited a rtcent General
Accounting OffIce report which concluded that the
future of nuclear power In the U.S. was threatened by
the unsolved radl)actlve waste disposal Issues.

Presfdent Carter, In his message to Congress on
Envlronmentil Prlorltles and Programs (Au9u$t 1979),
Cited as accompllshmnts since 1977 the followlng:
(1) the 1977 Huclaar Non-ProllferatfonAct and (2)
lndeflnlW deferral of other actlvltfes that might
lend to weapons prollferatlon,particularly nuclear
fuel reprocessing and comsnerclallzatfonof the breed-
er reactor.13 Additionally, President carter lndf-
cated that he would Soon announce a national waste
management policy desfgned to deal ●ffect~vely with
nuclear wastes from all sources, including consner_
clal, defense, medical, and research actlvttles. The
nuclear waste management policy was to be based prt-
marlly on reconsnendatlonspresented by the Inter-
agency Review Group (lRG) on Nuclear Haste Management
(March 1979). Some Important flndlngs of their re-
port Included:

Exlstlng and future nuclaar waste from mtllte-y and
clvlllan actlvltles, l~cludlng dfscarded spent fuel
from the once-through nuclear fuel cycle, should be
isolated from the bfusphere so that It does not
pose a $Ignlflcant threat to public health find
safety.

The responslblltty for establishing a WfiStepr’ogrem
should not be deferred to future generations.

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

Public partlclpatfon should be developed and
strengthened for all aspects of nuclear waste man-
agemnt programs.

The IRG also reconsnendedthat )y 1981, 00E and NRC
should rewlew exlstlng and alternative low-level
rtdfoactlvewast8 (LLH) disposal techniques.1~ The
IRC considered stfc disposal of mill talltngs a mat-
ter of great urgency and importance. The IRG lndfca-
ted that deallng with Instltutlonal Issues In nuclear
waste management was as fmportant and dlfflcult aS
technfcal problems--perhapsmore so.

The NRC pUbllthed two progrmnatlc EISS on man-
agement of radloa~tlvtwasto for determfnln~ rogult-
tory requirements (i.e., urarfum ndlllng on September
198G;14 and llcensfng requ~rementm for lsnd dlspotal
of LLH on Movomber 1982),ia Tha NRC Idtntlffed man-
a~ement @.lternmtfv@sfor uranium mflls tnd mill tifl-
fngs that could tchleve congresslontl afms of ade-
quately controlling amissfons without Ong(lng sialn-
tenance et a reasonable tout. The 1982 final EIS was
ltmtted In scope in that all fssues associated with
dlsposol of LLH were not tnalyzcd. Rather, tht
final LIS provided the declslon anhlysls for

llcenslng requirements In 10 CFR Part 61. NRC staff
●nalyzed alternative courses of action and
requlrenwnts were selected with consideration of
costs, environmental Impacts, and health and safety
effects to current and future generations. The
Low-Level Radfoactfve Haste Policy Act of 1980
delegated responslblllty for LLH disposal to the
states. States are In the process of forming
regional compacts for managing and dlsposlng of
LLH.

On 12 February 1980, President Carter announced
the ffrst radioactive waste management program. DOE
subsequently publlshed the programmatic Final EIS on
management.of consnerclallygenerated radioactive
waste (October 1980). The proposed action reflected
the Carter Admlnlstratlon pollcy/lllterfmplanning
strategy, which was to receive emphasis pending DOE
NEPA review. DOE concluded that a decision to
proceed with the propo$ed action of dlsposlng of
conmmrcfally generated radioactive wastes In deep
geologfc repositories was warranted. The no-act{on
alternative (I.e., Indeflnlte storage) was found to
be undesirable because the temporary alternative was
found to be co,ltraryto presidential proclamation.

In his Cctober 1981 policy statement on nuclear
power, President Reagan addressed the radioactive
waste prObleInDy dlrectlng the 00E, working wfth
Industry and state governwn?s, to proceed swiftly
toward deploylng the means of storing and dlsposfng
of corsnerclalhigh-level radioactive wastes. Presf-
dent Reagan signed fnto law the Nuclear Haste Policy
Act of 1982 on 7 January 1983. The ACt provided for
the development of repositories for disposal of
hfgh-level rad!oactfve was’,dand spent nuclear fuel
and established a program of research, development,
and demonstration regarding disposal of high-level
radtoactlve waste and spent nuclear fuel, The Act
required 00[ to $Ite, llce,lse,and operate re-
positories for spent nuclear fuel and high-level
r~dioactlve waste In a manner th6t would provide
reasonabl? assurance that the public and the en-
vironment wI1l be adequately protected. The program
dsveloped by DOE to fulfill rsiqulrementsof the Act
wa~ published In the 1984 Oraft Mission Plan for the
Clvlllan Redloactfve Haste Management Program.lT
bOE gavQ notice, of thu availability of draft en-
vltonmental assessment for nln+ potentially accept-
able sites for a roposltory for permafientdf$podal
of spent nuclear fU@l and hfph-level radioactive
wcate, on 20 December 1984.

In conclunfon, programmatic NEPA documentation
has been prepared for radioactive Wd$te ~na90mCnt
progrmsnatlc polfcy declslon-maklno. This NEPA
docdmentatlon has provided a meana by which the
pu!slfc1s Inforned of dnd can participate in
analysls of environmental fmpacts of a prgposed
action, EIS ffndfngs, however, have tended to
support exlstlng federal policy for radioactlvu
management, for example, the DOE final EIS for
management of consnercfallygmerttud radioactive
waates, Addttfonally, radlOaCtlV& waste management
policy has t?nded to be Fet by presidential
proclamation,which In some cases has pr~ceded
NEPA.
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TABLE I

History of Nuclear Power Regulatory Responsibility In the United Sutes

Army Corps of Engfrseers(COE)--COE, under the
llanh~ttani)istrfrt ~rniect, controlled development of
nuclear energy (atomic iieaponsprogram In Horld Uar
11).

Atodc Energy Cornfgtlon AEC --AtOMIC Energy Act
of 1946 transferredcontrol over d@VelODMOfitof nu-
rlear energy to AEC. From 1946 to 1954”the federal
government retained ownership of all fsuclearmate-
rlala and facllftfes, Atomic Energy Act of 19S4
allowed the private aoctor to possess nuclear mate-
rials and to build and opertte nuclear reactors under
AEC llcanaa.

Nuclear Regulatory C~tsslon (NRC)--Energy
ReorganlzatlonAct of 1274 asslqned regulatory
functions of AEC to NRC. MRC has tha power to
regulate specfflc facilftlos nnd to ~nforct radfatlon
stindards. NRC Is to supplanmnt DOT transport
regulations for radioactivematwlalc that hava a
hfgh potential hazard. NRC and DOT have
ra:ponsiblllty for d~velopfng safety standarda for
packaging matarfalt. Tho Atomtc Energy

Act of 1954 allowed NRC to transfer some of its
~u~horfty to state governments.

Esmrgy Recearch and Develop~nt Admfnlstratfon
(EROA~--Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 assigned
research and development functions of AEC to ERDA.

Departmnt of Energy (DOE~-+nergy Organlzatlon
Act of 1977 transferred ERDA functfons to DO-

Envfronaantal Protection Agency (EPA~-The
President’s Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1970
transferred the ●nvironmental standard setting
functlono fromAEC to EPA. Federal Rtdlation
Protection Council functions were also transferred
to EPA. EPA regulates dfsposiilof radioactfv~
wastes Into oceans,

Dopar~nt of Tranaportatlon (DOT\--DOT la
responsible for developing ovcroll transport
regulations for safe Shfpment of radioactive
materials,



Progrmsnatlc

Steps in Fuel Cycle--Generlc EIS.

=-None.

TABLE il

EISS Prepared for Steps In

FInai

the Nuclear Fuel Cycle

Environmental ImDact Statement. Management of

Mllllnq--FlnalGeneric Environmental Impact
Statement on Uranium Milling, NUREG-0706, September
1980 (Preparedby NRC).

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

Conversion--None.

Enrlchwnt--Flnal Environn,entalStatement, fxpan-
sion of U.S. Uranium Enrichment EROA-1543, April 1976
(Preparedby EROA).

Fuel Fabrfcatfon--None.

C~rclal Power 6encratlon--Final Envi’’onmental
Impact Stitement. Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor
Program, ERDA-1535, 1975 (Prepared by ER04).

Final Environmental 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 1, NUREG-75 091, 1976; Part 11 NUREG-0056, 1978;
Part 111 NuREG-0127, 1978 (Prepared by NRC).

ReprocesslnQ--Final fiener~cEnvironmental State-
ment on the Use of Recycle tlutonlum in Mixed Oxide
Fuel in Light Hater Cooled Reactors, NUREG-0002,
Auqust 1976 (Preparedby NRC).

Spent Fuel Storage--Final Generic Envlronmentel
Impact Statement on Handling and Storage of Spent
Light Hater Power Reactor Fuel, NUKEG.9575, August
1979 (Preparedby NRC).

Final Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. Spent Fuel
Policy, DOL/EIS-0015,May 1980 (Preparadby OOE).

RtdfoactlveMasts Hanaoomant--DraftEnvironmental
Statement,Management of Corrrnarclaland High Level
and TransuraniurrrContaminatedRadioactive ~asb~,
HASH-1539, Septamber 1974 (Preparedby AfC).

Final Generic Environmental Impact Stittment on Uran-
ium Milling, NUREG-0706, September 1980 (Pr@pared by
NRC).

ConsrberclallyGenerated”Radloactlve H~ste, ~OE/
EIS-0046F, October 1980 (Prepared by 00E).

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

Final Env.tronmentalImpact Statement 10 CFR Part 61,
Llcenslng Requlrerr@ntsfor Land Disposal of Radio-
active UitStQ, NUREG-0945, November 1982 (Prepared by
NRC!.

Transportatlcn~-FinalJnvlronmental Impact
Statement, Transpurt.atlcmof Radfoactlve Material by
Rail, IC-1-32-Fi-1:,August 1977 (Preparedby 00T).

Final Environmental Statement on the Transportation
of Radioactive f4aterlalsby Afr and Other Modes,
NU!?EG-0170,Oecember 1977 (%eparecl by NRC).

Trnnsportatlon of Radlonuclides In Urban Environs:
Draft Environmental Assessment, NUREG-CR-0743, July
1980 (Prepared by NRC).

oecomlsslonln~ --Final Generic Environmental
Impact Staterent on Uranium Milling, NUREG-0706,
September 1980 (Preparedby NRC).

Final Environmental Impact Statement, Managemnt of
CorrsnerclallyGenerated Radioactive Waste, DOE/EIS-
O04bF, October 1980 (Prepared by 00E).

Oraft Generic Enviro,lmentalImpact Statement on
Dacomsnlssionlngof Nuclear Facilities, NUREG-0586,
January 1981 (Frepared by NRC),

Final Envtronaental 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).

Radiation Protection SWndarda--Environmental
~ation Protection Requirements for Normal Opera-
tfonn of Actfvltlos In the Uranfum 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 Uranfum Processing
Sites, 40 CFR 192, EPA 520/4-82-013-1,October 1982
(Prepared by EPA).



TABLE III

SUFU4ARYOF PROGRAJSMATICNEPA DOCUMENTATION FOR RAOIOACTIVE HASTE MANAGEMENT

Draft EnvlronmanMl Statement. Manage-sit of C-
wrcltl High Level and TransuranluwConta81natod
Radloactlve WLsto (Intent to Prepare, October 1973;
Draft, Sep-or 1974; Final, Cessc@lled)

Purpose and Scope. The EIS addressed the AEC program
to develop repositories for storege or disposal of
commercial high-level radioactivewaste, which must
be transferred to AEC custody under existing regu’la-
tlon, and with plans for handling cmnercial trans-
uranium-contaminatedUastS, which was expected to bf.
transferred to AEC custody under anticipated new
regulation. The basfc purpose was to assess the
environmentalconsequences of developing an ●nglneer-
●d retrievablesurface storage faclllty (RSSF) for
corrunerclalhigh-level waste; Gf evaluating geologic
formations and sites for the purpose of developing a
repository for permanent disposal; and of providing
retrievable storage for comerclal translranlurn-
con”amlnatadwaste pending availability of perman?nt
diSpOSal .

-“ Overall Impact of actual construction
and operatfon of RSSF was expected to be beneficial,
providing Interim waste storage to allow the neces-
sary time--expected to be two to three decades--to
develop permanent disposal.

Final Generic Envfronnntal Stawwnt on the Use
of hCYCle plutonium In Mixed Oxide Fuel In Light
Mater Cooled Reactors (GESMO) (Intent to Prepare.
February 1974; Draft, August 1974; Final, August
1976)

Purpose and Scope. The EIS was to assist NRC In
arriving at a decision as to whether or not the use
of fixed oxide fuel (a mixture of plutonium oxide
and uranium oxide) In lfght water reactors should Le
permttted and if SC, under what conditions. The
final LIS &nalyzed the health, sdfety, and environ-
mental impact costs and benefits of implementing any
one of the three optfons for the light water reactor
fuel cycle: uranfum and plutonlum recycling, uranium
recycling, and no recycling.

E!!!!!m” The AEC staff concluded In the draft EIS
that wfdescale use of rnfxedoxide fuel should be
approved. The draft EIS dfd not set forth a detailed
cost-benefit analysls of alterr,ntfveprograms for
safeguarding plutonlum, but concluded that the prob-
lem would not be unmanageable. Prlnctpcl findings fn
the final Included: safety at reactzrs and fuel cycle
facllltte$ was not affected significantly by recycle
nonrad!ological lrnpactswere smaller under the re-
cycle option; ?lutonlum recycle extended uranfum
resources and reduced enrlchrnantrequlremnts; wfde-
scal$ recycle has a likely economfc advantage; dif-
ferences in health ●ffect~ attributable to racycle
provldad no significant basfs for reelectinga fuel
cycle option; and no waste nwmagernentconslderatlous

were identified that would bar recycle of uranium
and plutonium.

Final GonMc Environwntal Impact Statement on
Handllng and Storage of Spent Light Mater Power
Reactor Fual (Intent to prepare, Sept-r 1975;
Draft, Nar@ 1978; Final, August 1979)

Purpose and Sco~. The NRC directed the staff to
analyze alternatives for handling and storage of
spent light water power reactor fuel, with
particular emphasis on..developlnglong-range PO;ICY.
Accordingly, the staff examined alternative methods
of spent fuel storage as well as ~ossible
restriction or termination of the generation of
spent fuel through nuclear power plant shutdown.

I@i!E2” Storage of llght water reactor spent fuel
Iiiwater pocls had an insignificant Imp&:t on away-
from-reactor sites. Use of alternative dry passive
stor4ge techniques for aged fuel appeared to be
equally feasible and environmentally acceptable.
Curtailment of spent fuel generation, by closing
exlstlng power pla~ts when their spent fuel pools
become filled and by prohibiting construction of new
nuclear plants was found to be undesirable and nut
necessary. Assuming that the national objectives of
an operational geologic reposltor.vfor high-level
nuclear wastes and posslhle 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 Enwlron~sstel Impact Statement, Management
of Comwerclally Generated Radloactlve Wastes (Oraft,
April 197g; Ftnal, October 1980)

Purpose and Scope. DOE has responsibility to
develop technologies for management ana disposal of
certain classes of commercially generated radioact-
ive wastes (i.e., high-level and transuranic). The
EIS compared three programmatic alternatives for
marsaywnentof cormnarciallygenerated radioactive
wastes (i.e., disposal In deep geologlc reposi-
tories, parallel development of several disposal
technologies,and Indefinite storage).

-“ 00[,concluded that a decision to proceed
with the proposed action of dlsposlng of comsnerclal-
ly generated radioa;tfve wastes In deep geologtc
reposltor~eswas warranted. The conclusion applled
whether wastes were generated tn the once-through or
fn the reprocessing fuel cycle option. The no-
actlon alternative (I.e., Indeflnlte storage) was
found undesirable because waste storage was tem-
porary, additional facflltint needed to be con-
structed, and xha no-action alternative contradicted
presidential proclamation.


