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General Comment

I read the draft NUREG-2157 with great interest. I was particularly interested in the NRC’s methodology used to
engage the public with the development of the report. Unfortunately, it appears that the public was not directly
involved in creation of the report, but was merely presented previously created information and asked to provide
an assessment. For example, the report states that, “The NRC announced that it was planning to develop an EIS
and requested comments...” (xxvi) which does not indicate the direct engagement of the public with the
development of the EIS. Furthermore, while the statement that, “...technical knowledge and experience alone are
not sufficient to bring about the broad social and political acceptance needed to construct a repository” (B-5)
shows some recognition of the need to directly involve the pubic, it seems to imply that the effort to convince the
public is simply an obstacle to overcome so the right solution can be implemented. While I appreciate the NRC’s
efforts to involve the public I argue that the public must be an active participate in the process of NRC rulemaking.
These observations lead me to ask, “Did the NRC engage social-scientists as participants in their assessment?” A
total focus upon the technical artifacts of an issue is a flawed approach. The NRC must fully address the nuclear
waste problem with the full range of expert knowledge AND the public.
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