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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

Reply to:

1050 East Flamingo Road
Suite 319
Las Vegas. Nevada 89119
(Tel: (702) 388-6123
FTS: 3S598-6125

MEMORAND UM

DATE: June 6, 1988

FOR: John J. Lipnehan, Section Leader, Operations Branch

bDivision of High-Level Waste Management

FROM: Paul T. Prestholt, Sr. OR — NNWSI

SUBJECT: NNWSI Site Report for the month of May, 1988

I. BUALITY ASSURANCE

A. Obtained a copy of the BA video tape that was shown at
the 30 ESF Design Review meeting. The tape was sent to John

Linehan.

B. There is a BA audit of the USGS scheduled to start on
June 8. The audit team will spend the 9th and 10th at the Nevada
Test Site reviewing the hydrologic field activities conducted by
the USGS. I grranged badging so that the four man NRC
cbservation team will have access to the Test Site. /d;b
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C. The WMPO 88-9 QA document has been sent to the NRC for
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staff review. I understand that the document has been received.

D. Mr. Mitchel Kunich., WMPDO Acting Deputy Manager has
accepted the position of NVD QA Manager. In this position, Mr.
Kunich will be reporting to Mr. Nick Aquilino, Nevada Operations
Office (NVO) Manager. Mr. Ed Wilmot, DDE-Hq has been appointed
WHMPO Deputy Manager.

E. Mr. Joe Holonich, Senior Project HManager, Dperatibns
Branch, gave a critique of the NNWSI audit of the USGS - Menlo
Park, CA, activities on the Yucca Mountain Project. His remarks
were well received. Mr. Carl Gertz, WMPO Manager told me that he

appreciates staff comments on audits.

11. GEOLOGY

A. DOE-Hq has directed WMPO to plan a "multi-purpose” bore
hole to be drilled between the exploratory shaft locations. The
"multi-—-purpose” hore hole will be designed to cbtain data on the
hydrologic and geophysical properties of the various tuff
formations in the close vicinity of the shafts {(possibly as close
as &0° to ES-1). There is some discussion that the bore hole
should penetrate the saturated zone. 1 understand that WMPO will
- suggest that a second "multi-purpose” hole be drilled between the

two shaft locations. This is still in the planning stage.

B. There are 123 mining claims filed on Yucca Mountain. As
I ubderstand it, these are not new claims, filed to take
advantage of the repository situation, but have been in existence
for some time. Mr. Tony Perchetti of Tonapah, Nevada, has filed
ten claims along Yucca crest. Mr. Perchetti has informed DOE
that he plans to do some trenching on these claims. Yucca crest
is on BLM multi-use land and on Air Force land. The claims are

on the multi-use portion.
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C. The Sample Management Facility (SﬁF) is scheduled for a
grand opening on the 18th of July. The press and the public will
be invited. I°m planning to visit the facility the first week in
June. The work of transferring the core from the USG5 facility
in Mercury to the SMF continues. 1It’s been estimated that all

material will be transferred by calendar year 1989.

II1. HYDROLOGY

A. Dr. Don Jorganson is the new USGS Hydrology lead for

NNWSI activities. Dr. Jorganson will be on board in August.

B. The activities of the USGS hydrologists, working out of
" Test Cell "C", Area 25 of the Nevada Test Site, are the same as

noted last month.

IV. GEOCHEMISIRY

The work by the project in geochemistry is centered arocund
finalizing the SCP and writing study plans. 1I°’m not aware of any

new work in this area.

V. REFPOSITORY ENGIQEERI“G

A. The exploratory shaft facility S0Z Title I Design Review
was held during the week of May 9. NRC staff that attended the
meeting included John Linehan, Mysore Nataraja, Dinesﬁ Gupta, and
John Peshel. Dr. Jaak Daeman and Mr. Loren Lorig, contractors to

the NRC, also attended.

A agreat number of comments were generated by the reviewers
(in access of B00; Fennix & Scisson reported 400 comments on
drawvings and 176 comments on specifications; Holmes and Narver

repor-ted 200+ comments on desiqgn).

On Thursday, May 26, DOE-WMPO sent a copy of the comment

package to Dr. Dinesh Bupta’s home by overnight mail so that Dr.

td
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Gupta could evaluate the comments and recommend whether or not
the NRC staff should observe the comment resolution meeting

scheduled for the week of June 6.

B. On Thursday, May 12, 1 escorted Dr. Mysore Nataraja,
Section Leader, Technical Review Branch. on a tour of the Nevada
Test Site. Places visited include "G" tunnel, Sedan Crater and
Yucca Mountain, including the proposed location of the two

exploratory shafts in Coyote Wash.

C. Prototype testing is continuing in 68" tunnel. Two test

programs are presently underway:
— Engineered barrier design test.

— Cross—-hole test. This test is designed to measure the
time taken by a chemical tracer injected in one
borehole (horizontal) to reach a second horizontal

hole.
— A diffusion test is scheduled to begin in mid-June.

I don"t have any details on these tests. Mr. Ron 0Oliver,
FTS: S544-7815 can be contacted for details.

D. In last month’s report I stated that the USGS is waiting
for an air quality permit from the State of Nevada before work
can proceéd in deepening test pits at Fran Ridge. I received a
letter from Mr. Carl Johnson, State of Nevada, that states,
“DOE/WMPO has requested an air quality‘permit'frum the State for
all activities on Yucca Mountain and vicinity for the period of
site characterization.” The letter also states that, "The State
is awaiting additional information on field activities before the
permit spplication can be processed." A

In talking about this with Mr. Dean Eppler, SAIC, Mr. Eppler
said that the State Environmental Agency had indicated that they

4
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didn’t want air quality permit applications piecemeal and that he

isn’t aware of any request for more information.
A copy of Mr. Johnson™s letter is enclosed.

VI. WASTE PACKAGE

The work being performed by the project on the waste package
is centered around finalizing the SCP and writing study plans.

I’m not aware of any new work in this area.

VII. PERFORMANCE ASSESSHMENT

The performance assessment group at Sandia National
Laboratory is working on the effect of site characterization work

on site performance.

SNL is developing a position as to why it is necessary for
the Exploratory Shaft and/or boreholes to extend below the
repository horizon. There are a number of proposed boreholes in
the repository block that will be drilled to a depth of 2000 feet
below land surface. These boreholes would bottom well below the

repository horizon and, in some cases, in the saturated zone.

VIII. SITE ERVIRONMENTAL ACTIVITIES

See item D, Section V, Repository Engineering.

IX. LICENSING AND NRE-DOE INTERACTIONS

A. SAIC licensing personnel are working on the outline for
the Safety Analysis Report (SAR) that will accompany the
license—-to—-construct application. They are also developing

proposed ammendments to 10 CFR 51, 10 CFR 61, and 40 CFR 191.

B. The SAIC licensing group have reviewed the following NRC

documents and faorwarded review comments to DOE-Hqg.

S
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— BGTP on Anticipated and Unanticipated events.

The SCP Review Plan, both technical and administrative

parts.
- Plan for review of Project Study Plans.

C. A +320 sguare foot office has been reserved for NRC use
in the Area 25 (NTS) office building that will be used to support
the ESF work. The building is presently being renovated and is

scheduled for occupancy in the Spring of 1989.
Buestion: Who will furnish this office?

D. Dr. Bruce Crowe, LANL, is moving to Las Vegas and will
represent Dr. Donald QOakley, LANL TPDO in day to day interaction
with the NNUWSI Project.

E. It is rumored that the Waste Management Project Office
and Nevada Nuclear Waste Storage Investigation names will be

changed to the Yucca Mountain Project (YMP).

F. The June TPO meeting has been postponed until July 6.
The reason is the scheduled presentation by the Project to the
Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste. The Project is taking this

presentation very seriously and wishes to do a good job.
G. Meetings Attended:

— I have a scheduled meeting with Mr. Carl Gertz, WMPD
Manager, every Monday morning. During May this
meeting did not take place on the 9th and 23rd. Mr.
Gertz was out of town. These meetings last, on the
average, one-half hour and general subjects of

interest are discussed.
— The monthly Project Manager—-Technical Project Officer

&
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{TPD) meeting. I believe this is the most important
meeting of the month. Much of the data in this report

comes from this meeting.

— The State of Nevada Leqgislative Committee meeting.
State Senator Tom Hickey is the chairman. This is the
group that watches the High-Level Waste Program (both
Federal and State) for the State Leqislature.

~ The Exploratory Shaft S50Z Title One Design Review

meeting.

— The State of Nevada Commission on High-lLevel Waste
meeting. This is the body that oversees Bob Loux’s
office and is considered part of the Governor’s

family.
— In addition to the above, I’ve had many interactions

with project personnel, both in person and on the

telephone.

X. SCP AND STUDY PLANS

Two Study Plans were given to the NRC during the week of May

23, for review and comment. The two plans are:

- Excavation Investigation B8B.3.1.15.1.5

= €C1-3&6 Tracer Tests 8.3.1.2.2.2

The State of Nevada also received the above study plans for

review and comments.

XI. STATE INTERACTIONS

A. On May 11, 1988, the Nevada Legislature’s Committee on

High-Level Radioactive Waste met at the Thomas and Mack Center in
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Las Vegas. This committee is chaired by State Senator Thomas J.

Hickey.

M. Carl Gertz, Manager, DOE-WMPO, gave an update of the
NNWSI Project. A copy of the handout that accompanied Mr.
Gertz’s talk is attached.

Mr. Robert Loux, Director, Nevada®s Aqency for Nuclear
Projects, presented an update of Nevada’s program for review of
the DOE’s activities. No handout of Mr. Loux’s remarks is
available, however, the documentation supporting the State’s
grant request that was forwarded in April documents the State

program in detail.

Enclosed are the Minutes of the Committee Meeting held in
Reno on October 20, 1987. 1 did not attend that meeting.

B. On May 27, 1988, the State of Nevada Commission on
Nuclear Projects met at McCarran International Airport in Las
Vegas. Mr. Grant Sawyer is the chairman of the commission. This
is the body that oversees the activities of the Nevada Agency for

Nuclear Projects, Mr. Robert Loux is the Director.

The outcome of this meeting that is of interest to the staff
was the proposal and approval of a resclution (copy enclosed) to

the State’s elected officials and population that states:

"RESOLVED, That the Commission urges the Nevada Legislature
to formally advise DOE by proper resolution that the 1989
legislature will not approve the withdrawal from public use of
any land at or near Yucca Mountain for the purpose of
characterizing, building or operating a repository and that a
ol —eal) vote on such resolution be taken in each house of the
1982 Legislature; and be it further _ V

{XWording réﬁoved by

Commission during this meeting)
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"REGSOIL.VED, That the Commission recommends that the Attorney
General vigorously pursue litigation which will confirm Nevada’®s
right to approve or disapprove land withdrawals for a repository
at Yucca Mountain and that the Legislature make available

necessary funds for such litigations and be it further

"RESOLVED, That the Agency for Nuclear Projects and affected
units of local government expeditiously pursue various programs
of technical and socioceconomic ispact studies in order that
health and safety issues relative to the Yucca Mountain site can
be quickly and adegquately examined and the real economic and

other consequences of a repository can be understood.”

C. Enclosed is a letter (general mailing) from Congressman
James H. Bilbray, 1st District, Nevada, concerning the transport
of High-lLevel waste. This letter is soliciting support for H.R.

3836 and explaining why Mr. Bilbray is supporting this bill.

Also enclosed is a mailing by the "Nevada Nuclear Waste
Study Committee". 7This gqroup is generally considered to be in
favor of a repository at Yucca Mountain. This document takes
Nevada Governor Bryan to task for not signing a "Benefits
Agreement™ with DOE.

These documents qgive some perspective to the type of

mailings the population of the State is receiving.

D. Enclosed is a newspaper article from the May 22 Reno
Gazette—Journal concerning the LANL-USGS studies of the Lathrop
Wells cinder cone that indicate a possible age of last eruption
of 20,000 years before present or less. Dr. Bruce Crowe, LANL,
presented this study at the March, 1987 TPO meeting {(March 25)
and I reported it in my monthly report dated March 27, 1987.
There have been suggestions (not in this story) that DOE has

tried to hide this data. This is not the case.
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E. Enclosed is the May 1988 "High-lLevel Radioactive Waste
Newsletter™ published by the Mational Conference of State

Legislatures.

XITI. MISCELLANEOUS

A. 1 have been asked to conduct a tour of the NTS for Ms.
Joyce Amenta., Deputy Director, Information Resources Management
and Mr. Avi Bender on June 28, 1288. I have arranged for visitor
badges and will escort Ms. Amenta and Mr. Bender to "G" tunnel,

Sedan Crater and Yucca Mountain.

B. Enclosed is a copy of an article by Mr. Fred €. Shapiro
that appeared in the "New Yorker" magazine. The article is about

the Yucca Mountain Project.

cc: With enclasures: K. Stablein, R. E. Adler, J. E. Lat=z

KWithout enclosures:

€. P. Gertz R. E. Browning
R. R. Loux 6. Cook
M. Glora J. K. Goodmiller
D. M. Kunihero L. Kovach
S. Bagner )

Enclosures: A Reporter At Large (New Yorker); High-lLevel
Radioactive Waste Newsletter, May 1988; Reno Gazette-Journal
(Article); Information from Nevada Nuclear Waste Study Committee,
5/26 & 5/27/883; Letter dated S5/17/88 from Congressman Bilbray and
his S5/712/88 Testimony; Agenda of S5/27/88 NV Commission on Nuclear
Projects Meeting:; Resolution dated May 27, 1988; Nevada
l.egislature’s Committee on High-lLevel Radioactive Waste Meeting
Notice & Agenda for 5/11/88 and Minutes of 10/20/87 Meeting;
Status of the NNWSI Project by Carl“Gertz, S5/11/88; Handout from
TFO Meeting S5/4/88; lLetter dated S$/23/88 from Carl Johnson. State
of Nevada; Status -~ S0 Percent ESF Title I Design Review; Agenda.
NNWSI Project Manager—-TPO Meeting S/25/88; TPD‘Presentation
3/25/88 by Carl Gert:z
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URING the month of Septem-
D ber, 1969, the operators of
Dresden Nuclear Power Sta-
tion Unit 1, in Morris, Illinois, com-
pleted the removal of ninety-four spent
fuel assemblies from the reactor’s core.
“Spent fuel” is perhaps the most
misleading term in the nuclear lexicon.
Uranium assemblies are removed from
commercial reactors after three years’
" “burnup,” but not because their radia-
tion is in any way “spent;’ rather, they
are removed because they have become
too radioactive for further efficient use.
The type of uranium assembly that
powers a boiling-water commercial
reactor, such as Dresden 1, consists of a
bundle of thin zirconium-alloy tubes
filled with uranium pellets. These as-
semblies are about fourteen feet long
and five and 2 half inches square and
weigh seven hundred and five pounds,
and when they are removed from the
core of a reactor the assemblies are
among the most radioactive entities on
earth. The ninety-four uranium as-
semblies at Dresden were now maneu-
vered, one by one, by remote control, on
the hook of an overhead crane, and
transferred to a pool adjoining the reac-
tor. There they were locked into an
upright posidon under fourteen feet of
water, which, as long as it is kept con-
stantly recirculating, constitutes a con-
tainment barrier to both heat and
radiation. :

At that time, twelve years after the
country’s first commercial reactor, at
Shippingport, Pennsylvania, generated
its first power, the operator of Dres-
den 1, the Commonwealth Edison Com-
pany of Illinois, anticipated having to
hold its spent fuel assemblies for sev-
eral years at most before shipping them
off to be reprocessed-—crushed, dis-
solved in acid, 2nd treated chemically
to reclaim their unfissioned uranium
and plutonium. These still fissionable
elements continue to be recovered
from the spent fuel of military and re-
search reactors in the United States and
from all forms of reactors in 2 number
of other countries, but reprocessing of
American electric-utility spent fuel
ended in 1972, when the only commer-
cial plant ever to undertake the work,
in West Valley, New York, shut down,
leaving the Dresden assemblies in their

A REPORTER AT LARGE

YUCCA MOUNTAIN

pool while the federal government car-
ried on studies to determine when and
where—and, mast important, how—
they could be disposed of.

The ostensible reason for the shut-
down of the West Valley plant was a
demand by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission that a study be made of its con-
struction to determine whether it met
earthquake-resistance standards. Pre-
liminary findings indicated that it did,
but reprocessing was not resumed, ap-
parently for two reasons. The first was
economic: freshly mined uranium has
always sold for 2 small fraction of the
cost of uranium reprocessing. (Even
with federal subsidies, the West Valley
plant was estimated to have lost twelve
million dollars in the six years it oper-
ated.) The second reason was that re-
processing, although it removes the
unfissioned elements, leaves behind
hundreds of isotopes, many of them
highly radioactive and long-lived, dis-
solved in a large volume of acids.

It is true that such material can be

61

neutralized and solidified and stored in
massive underground steel tanks, but,
like the spent fuel assemblies that have
been accumulating in the pools of
American power reactors since 1972,
they will remain “hot,” both thermal-
ly and radioactively, for thousands of
years. Since 1945, when the first nu-
clear bombs were produced, billions of
dollars have been spent on efforts to
find ways to isolate nuclear wastes from
the environment forever. Options such
as shooting the wastes into space, bury-
ing them under the tectonic plates in
the deep ocean, depositing them on a
remote Pacific atoll, and even leaving
them to melt their way through the
Antarctic ice cap, were investigated by
scientists,” but for political or envi-
ronmental reasons these were all passed
over in favor of the idea of burying
them in 2 mined repository. Then came
more years of research, costing more
millions of dollars, to determine where,
and in what underground geological
medium, this repository should be

EZ
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sited. Last December, without making
more than passing reference to all this
research, and without waiting for five
additional years of scientfic exami-
nation that an earlier congressional bill
had called for, Congress inserted in the
appropriations legislation that annual-
ly marks its rush toward Christmas
adjournment a measure designating
Yucca Mountain, in Nevada, the sole
site to be considered for this country’s
first, and probably only, repository for
high-level nuclear waste and spent
fuel.

YUCCA, which is described by gov-
ernment geologists as a “typical
small fault-block” mountain, stands
about 2 hundred and ten miles west and
slightly north of Las Vegas. The
mountain rises out of barren but beau-
tiful desert land that is apportioned
among the jurisdictions of the Depart-
ment of Energy, which uses a thousand
three hundred and fifty square miles for
a nuclear-test site; the Department of
Defense, whose Nellis Air Force Base
Bombing and Gunnery Range covers
four thousand one hundred and twenty
square miles; and the Department of
the Interior, whose Bureau of Land
Management administers most of the
remaining land in the area. One morn-
ing last summer, before the tempera-
ture reached its noonday peak of a
hundred and six degrees, I drove there
from Las Vegas with Chris West, an
information officer with the Energy
Department. We parked at the end of a
graded road that climbs Yucca’s east
face and walked the last few hundred
feet, to a2 surveyor’s stake that marks
the mountain’s summit, at fifty-five
hundred and seventy feet. From there I
could see, to the east, Jackass Flats,
part of the nuclear-test site; to the
northwest, the Nellis Air Force Base
range; and, to the southwest, an unused
tract of public land. The site’s nearest
neighbors—the inhabitants of 2 legal
brothel—live about eighteen miles
away in that directdon. Twenty miles
beyond them is the California border
and Death Valley.

“We’re standing on a layer of basalt,
but underneath it is at least six thou-
sand feet of welded volcanic tuff—rock
that is from thirteen to twenty million
years old,” West said. Below us, on a
nearby slope, a United States Geologi-
cal Survey crew was drawing samples
from one of thirty test wells that had
been drilled in the formation. “We

aren’t going to put the exploratory
shaft here on the top of the mountain,”
West went on. “It will be a few hun-
dred feet down there to the east.” Ulti-
mately, the shaft will go down fourteen
hundred and eighty feet, into a three-
hundred-and-fifty-foot-thick tuff for-
mation, but even then it will be two
hundred and eighty feet above the des-
ert water table. Among all the land
sites that were considered for the repos-
itory, Yucca Mountain is unique in
that the spent fuel and the reprocessing
effluents are to be placed above the
topmost subsurface aquifer. The sig-
nificance of that is that the chambers
holding the waste will inevitably
be penetrated by rainwater percolat-
ing down through the mountain. How-
ever, the Nevada desert doesn’t get
much rain—only about six inches a
year—and ninety-seven per cent of it
evaporates before reaching the level
that has been proposed for the reposi-
tory. Deparunent of Energy geologists
estimate the travel time of under-
ground water from the repository to
the groundwater level at 2 minimum of
nine thousand three hundred and
forty-five years.

Last December, when this arid, des-
olate, and, to all appearances, invulner-
able rock outcropping was designated
our national repository for high-level
nuclear waste, Congress was acting in
somewhat understandable frustration.
Five years previously, after protracted
hearings and much debate, it had en-
acted carefully crafted legislation man-
dating a competition among many sites
that would be scientifically evaluated
for their suitability for isolating nu-
clear wastes. It was understood that
ultimately two sites, one in the East
2nd one in the West, would be selected
by the Secretary of Energy and nomi-
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nated by the President, and repositories
would be constructed under the super-
vision of the Department of Energy

.and then licensed by the Nuclear Reg-

ulatory Commission. There was also a
provision for an optional facility for
“monitored retrievable storage,” or
M.R.S., where some fifteen thousand
metric tons of spent fuel would be
stored until the first repository (the one
in the West) was opened to receive it,
in 1998. To help pay for all this—the
1987 General Accounting Office esti-
mate of the cost of the entire program
was between twenty-one and forty-one
billion 1985 dollars—utilities would be
assessed one-tenth of a2 cent per kilo-
watt-hour of power generated by nu-
clear means. These fees, which are
passed on to consumers, now run about
five hundred million dollars annuaily.

In rather short order, the program
fell apart. First, the Deparunent of
Energy, citing the complexity of the
studies it was required to perform to
“characterize” three candidate sites for
each of the repositories, expanded the
entire timetable, so that even the West-
ern repository would not conceivably
be able to receive spent fuel until the
year 2002—four years after the gov-
ernment was required under the legis-
lation to take title to it. That removed
the “optional” label from the moni-
tored-retrievable-storage facility, and
the Energy Department duly proposed
to Congress three sites in Tennessee,
including two on the outskirts of Oak
Ridge. Although Oak Ridge has a
long and preéminent nuclear history
(the town was established, in 1942, to
support wartime facilities for the pro-
duction of uranium and, in small
quantities, plutonium), opposition in
the rest of Tennessee impelled the state
to challenge this order all the way to
the Supreme Court. The Supreme
Court refused to hear the case, thereby
upholding an appeals-court ruling in
favor of the Energy Department, but
opposition continued, with Oak Ridge’s
congresswoman, Marilyn Lloyd, who
is the chairman of the House Energy
Research and Development Subcom-
mittee, among the leaders.

Then, just in advance of the 1986

" congressional elections—and in time

for a2 number of candidates in the af-
fected states to claim credit for the
action—the search for the Eastern re-
pository was either cancelled or put on
“indefinite” suspension. ( The Depart-
ment of Energy issued conflicting
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statements at the time on whether the
search would ever be resumed, and the
legislation that was passed last Decem-
ber failed to resolve the ambiguiry.)
That left the foresceable burden of
being “host” to the nation’s spent fuel

. endreiy on the West, even though most
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of the power derived from it had bene-
fitted the East. -

A third major setback to the 1982
program, at least in a2 public-reladions
sense, was a disclosure in congressional
hearings that considerations other than
scientific ones had gone into the De-
partment of Energy’s designation of
the three Western sites to be character-
ized. Besides Yucca Mountain, these
were z salt deposit beneath some of
the nadon’s most productive farmland,
in Deai Smith County, Texas, and 2
basalt formation underneath the five-
hundred-and-seventy-square-mile Han-
ford Nuciear Reservation, in south-
eastern Washington.

ECAUSE Hanford has a nuclear
history that goes back almost as

far as that of Oak Ridge, and because it
is already storing, in underground steel
tanks, a greater volume of reprocessed
defense waste than any other place in
the country, it was an early favorite in
the compedtion for the repository, and
in fact there was considerable local
support for siting the repository there.
However, principaily for environmen-
tal reasons (the prospective site, only
four miles from the Columbiz River,
turned out to be subject to 2 risk of
flooding from a nearby “ephemeral,
discondnuous” creek), but also because
a repository would cost approximartely
four billion dollars more to construct
and operate there than at any other site,
the Department of Energy’s own
“multiacribute, utility-analysis, deci-
sion-aiding methodology” had origi~
nally ranked Hanford lesz among five
candidates under actve consideradon.
Then why was Hanford nominated?
The explanation of the Depzarunent of
Energy’s Office of Civilian Radioac-
tive Waste Management was that the
department had decided to eliminate
cost as a consideration, and that the
Secretary of Energy, who made the
formal designadon, was required by the
1982 1aw to consider sites in “diverse”
geological mediums. If Hanford had
been eliminated, the characterizadon
competition would have wound up
with two sites in salt (Deaf Smith
County and one near Richton, Missis-

sippi). However, at 2 White House
luncheon, and in the presence of Presi-
dent Reagan, Donald Regan, then the
Presidential chief of staif, ofered an-
other reason. Nevadans needn’t worry
about the repository, he reassured
Hank Greenspun, the editoc-publisher
of the Las Vegas Sus, because “Han-
ford wanes it.”” Perhaps Hanford, in
the sparsely populated eastern half of
Washington, did want it, but it turned
out that the rest of the state certainly
didn’t: a2 referendum in November,
1986, showed that eighty-four per cent
of the state’s voters were opposed to the
project. Ant-repository sentiment is
also believed to have contributed to the
defeat of the state’s Republican Senator
Slade Gorton, who was running for re-
electon that year.

Probably there was even greater
public opposition in Texas—particu-
larly in the Panhandle, where the re-
pository project would have required
the condemnadon of nine square miles
of farmland in 2 center for seeds and
organically grown produce. Moreover,
reaching the salt formaton, nearly
three thousand feet below the surface,
would have meanc drilling through
two large aquifers, and the upper one,
the Ogallala, was (and is) an impor-

tant source of water for Midwestern |

states as far away as South Dako-
tz. Department of Energy engineers
claimed that it was feasible (though
expensive) to penetrate both aquifers
without contaminating either, but sev-
eral local food-processing firms—the
region’s largest employers—threatened
to move out of Deaf Smith County if
the project went ahead. Twenty-one
anti-repository organizations, affiliated
as the Texas Nuclear Waste Task
Force, plastered the state with red-
white-and-blue “Don’t Waste Texas"
bumper stickers, and put up 2 promi-
pent billboard on the other side of

2 highway from an office that the
Department of Energy had opened in

Deaf Smith County. Senator Phil
Gramm, 2 Republican, perhaps having
pondered the election results in Wash-
ington, also opposed the project.
There was also public opposition in
Nevadz to the siting of the repository
at Yucca Mountain—notably from the
ant-nuclear group Citzen Alert—but
the Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce,
though it admitted being concerned
about the repository’s possible effects
on the city’s casinos and tourism, took
no official position. The most vocal
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opponents of the project were Hank
Greenspun and Robert Loux, the di-
rector of the state’s Agency for Nu-
clear Projects, under Governor Rich-
ard Bryan, a Democrat. As for the state
legislature, it may have sent a mixed
signal to Congress and the Department
of Energy planners. Noting that the
1982 law committed the federal gov-
ernment to paying “grants equal to
taxes” (or GETT) that the project, if it
were privately owned, would pay in
real-estate taxes, the legislature acted
last May to surround Yucca Mountain
with a2 new county, to be called Bull-
frog (after 2 nearby mining district,
which got jzs name from the green
color of quartz there). Bullfrog County

covered 2 hundred and forty-four-

square miles and didn’t have a single
resident, but it did have the state’s
highest permissible tax rate—five dol~
lars per hundred dollars of assessed
value—and also a provision in its char-
ter stipulating that GETT funds unused
for county purposes could revert to the
Nevada Treasury.

Paul May, the chairman of the State
Assembly’s Taxation Committee, is
the legislator who formulated the Bull-
frog concept, and after I returned to
Las Vegas I looked him up at his office
in a real-estate brokerage a few blocks
from the famous “strip.”” When I
talked to him there, he said, “I’ve
consistently opposed the repository, be-
cause of the negative effect it might
have on both our water supply and our
tourist economy, but I felt that if it
does come here we should be in a
position to make as much as possible
out of it.”

Ultimately, however, it looked as if
this fiscal tactic might wind up costing
the state money, because both Gover-
nor Bryan and State Attorney General
Brian McKay declined to defend Bull-
frog County from the court challenges
of Nye County, the jurisdiction that
stood to lose the GETT payments, and
the legislature had to retain—and pay
—private attorneys to act for it. The
first—and possibly final-—judicial
round was decided in favor of Nye
County in February, when a Nevada
district court ruled that the formation
of Bullfrog County violated the state
constitution “every which way.” One
of the plaintiffs in the action, Robert
Revert, who operates a gas station and
convenience store in Beatty, west of
Las Vegas, and is a commissioner of
Nye County, blames the legislature for

encouraging Congress to site the proj-
ect in Nevada. “The state always
claimed it didn’t want the repository,
but when it came to money the legisla-
ture prostituted itself,” he told me.

Beyond GETT, however, early ver-
sions of the legislation siting the repos-
itory at Yucca Mountain contained
no financial incentives for the state,
and even the Senate Energy and Natu-
ral Resources Committee chairman,
J. Bennett Johnston, who was the chief
proponent of the bill, conceded that
the state was about to be victimized
by “a cruel trick on Christmas Eve: the
waste and no goodies.”

Although Nevada has little clout in
Washington—the sparsely populated
state has only two representatives, and
both its senators are freshmen and so
lack important committee chairman-
ships—Congress did eventually rustle
up a couple of “goodies” for it. Under
the legislation that was ultimately en-
acted, Nevada could receive ten million
dollars a year while the repository was
under characterizaton and construc-
tion, and twenty million dollars annu-
ally once the depositing of spent fuel
began. If the repository should take
fourteen years to characterize and con-
struct-—and that is the current estimate
—and twenty-four more years to fill to
its assigned capacity, of seventy thou-
sand metric tons, these payments would
amount to six hundred and twenty
million dollars. In addition, the legis-
lation specified that Nevada would be
given “special consideration” for the
siting of future federal research proj-
ects. However, these “goodies” came
with strings attached: in order for the
state to receive the payments, it would
have to sign an agreement accepting
the repository, and thus give up its
option of challenging the legisladon in
court. And the worth of the “special
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consideration” clause may be judged by
the fact that shortly after the repository
legislation was enacted Nevada was
left off the list of states to be considered
for constructdon of 2 nuclear-research
project it really wanted—a fifty-three-
mile particle accelerator that will bring
both industry and sciencific expertise to
the region that wins it. “If another
state wants a project, Nevada can’t
have it,” Governor Bryan told report-
ers that week. “But if no other state
wants it, like the nuclear repository,
Nevada is considered for it.”

Still, as long as Congress was in a
Christmas mood, it also permitted Ne-
vadza’s senior senator, Chic Hecht—a
Republican, who is up for reélecton
this year—to insert in the legislation a
couple of clauses he could claim credit
for back home. Among them were pro-
visions tightening safety standards for
the packaging and shipment of spent
fuel, and a stipulation that the Depart-
ment of Energy revive a dormant re-
search project concerning the possibil-
ity of sub-seabed disposal. Although
burying nuclear waste under the tec-
tonic plates in the deep Pacific could
conceivably be challenged under inter-
national maritime law, the Department
of Energy has been directed to create
“a university-based Subseabed Consor-
tium involving leading oceanographic
universides and institutions™ to inves-
tigate its “technical and institutional
feasibility.”

Of course, Senator Hecht was not
the only member of Congress whose
political concerns were addressed in the
legislation drafted by Senator Johnston
(with the help of Representadve Mor-
ris Udall, the author of the 1982 law,
which this bill technically amends).
There were also the representatives of
Eastern states that had been considered
as “hosts” of the second repository.
Although an Eastern repository is still
a theoretical possibility, formations of
granite—which is the principal me-
dium so far considered in the East—
have been disqualified from future con-
sideration, 2s the result of 2 floor
amendment introduced by Eastern
legislators. Besides, on-site investiga-~
tions will no longer be permitted—at
least, not until the Department of En-
ergy reports to Congress on the need
for a second repository, which it plans
to do sometime between 2007 and
2010.

Also returned to Square One is the
M.R.S. facility that the Department of
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Energy had hoped to begin construct-
ing in the Qak Ridge district of Repre-
sentative Lloyd. The designaton of
that site has been repealed. There
could still be an M.R.S., and it could
sdll be in Oak Ridge, but 2 three-
member commission is to be appointed
by Congress to study the question of
whether 2 halfway house for spent fuel
between reactors and 2 repository is
reaily necessary; 2 possible alternative
would be to continue storing
these assemblies at reactor
sites, either in pools or in
iron or concrete casks capa-
ble of withstanding the great
heat and radiadon. If the
commission decides thac an
M.R.S. is needed, the search
for a site will begin anew,
but construction of the fa-
cility will be ted in with
that of the repository. If for
any reason work on the repository is
suspended, construction of the M.R.S.
will stop as well.

And, in the end, there are both sci-
entific and polidcal grounds for won-
dering whether construction of the re-
pository at Yucca Mountain will have
to be stopped—or, if it is completed,
whether the facility can be licensed by
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
In designating the site, Congress went
ahead without waidng for the Depart-
ment of Energy to answer some techni-
cal questions about the mountain’s abil-
ity to store high-level wastes and spent
fuel assemblies for thousands-of years.
The questions listed in 2 published
enviranmental assessment of the site
have to do with the possibility that the
tuff formadon will be found to be too
narrow to accommodate any expan-
sions of the repository; the possibility of
flash flooding; visible signs of active
earthquake fzults (Chris West pointed
out one from the top of the mountain);
evidence that the magnitude of earth-
quakes may increase in the region; and
the possibility thzt 2 combinadon of
water and oxygen found in the tuf
might contribute to the dissoludon of
spent fuel. One of the Department of
Energy’s own scientists, Jerry Szy-
manski, finds the combination of the
last two poines disturbing. However,
Szymanski’s recommendation that “se-
rious consideradon should be given to
abandoning the Yucca Mountain site
and declaring it as unsuitable for the
purposes of permanent disposal of the
high-level nuclear wastes” was not

disclosed publicly until 2 month after
Congress voted to designate jt. His
finding, which was sent to Governor
Bryan through unofficial channels, is
that, despite the desert’s apparent arid-
iry, “both short and long term instabil-
ities of the water table can be expected
at the Yucca Mountain site,” and that
in extreme cases “these displacements
can result in the fooding of the reposi~
tory and in expuision of groundwa-
ter at the ground surface.”

Szymanski explained after
his report was publicized
that he was saying not that
groundwater would rise
under Yuccz Mountain to
flood the repository but only
that more years of research
were required to make sure
that it wouldn’t. Sdll, his
warning was underscored by
the Department of Energy’s
confirmation at about the same time
that 2 seven-hundred-million-dollar
underground repository now under
construction for 2 less hazardous
form of nuclear waste has begun to fill
with corrosive brine. Because it was
originally intended solely for defense
wastes, this Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, excavated two thousand one
hundred and fifty feet below desert land
twenty-six miles east of Carlsbad, New
Mexico, does not have to be licensed by
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
and the Deparument of Energy is going
ahead with plans to bury in it some of
the transurznic (heavier than ura-
nium) residues of nuclear weapons pro-
ductdon. However, in the face of 2
warning by sciendists from the Univer-
sity of New Mexico that the repository
could fill with the brine, federal plan-
ners decided to follow 2 recommenda-
tion made by 2 Nadonal Academy of
Sciences commirtee that the four cham-
bers of the repository now be loaded to
only two or three per cent of their
capacity, of close tc 2 million fifty-five-
gallon barrels of waste. The project’s
senior scientdfic adviser, Dr. Wendell
Weart, says that “engineering and
techniczl fixes™ can be found to keep

these barrels dry, but, nevertheless,
plans to put 2 hundred and fifey cubic
feet of high-level waste materizlsin the |
cavern have been at least temporarily ,
abandoned. Although the New Mexico
repository was not designed to hold
high-level waste, the Energy Depart- :
ment had planned to put this limiced
amount there and then dig it out, be-
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fore the transuranic facility was sealed,
specifically to demonstrate the pre-
sumed capability of underground
mined repositories to isolate high-level
waste forever without engineering
“fixes,” and, in fact, without further
intervendon by man.

Of course, the New Mexico salt
deposit and Nevada's mountain of
welded tuff are not geologically com-
parable, buc, if they were, the transura-
nic repository would enjoy the advan-
tage of having been constructed in 2
region relatively untroubled by man;
the spent-fuel and high-level-waste
repository is to adjoin land sore-
ly distressed by man—an aerial-
bombardment range and 2 nuclear-
bomb-testing range. The Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has expressed
concern that earthquake faults around
Yucea Mountin may already have
been “reactvated by nuclear weapons
tests, suggesting that stress magnitudes
in the vicinity of the faults are at or
close to values at which failures could
occur.”

BEYOND even the question of
whether underground and above-
ground explosions nearby have already
compromised the integrity of the
Yuccz Mouneain site, there is one of
common sense: Is it prudent to put
nuclear waste, which must be isolated
for thousands of years, halfway be-
tween 2 range where nuclear bombs
continue to be exploded and one that
continues to be subjected to aerial bom-
bardment! Yucca Mountain actually
straddles the unmarked border between
the two, and both the repository itself
and its “fuel-receiving facilicy,” where
cannisters of waste will be held undl
they can be emplaced, will be directly
under the flight path of practicing
fighters and bombers. Accidents from
this practice have already scarred the
desert outside the range: in 1973, a
Nellis plane dropped six five-hundred-
pound bombs on z nearby Fish and
Wildlife Service facility. And when
the repository is built the Deparmment
of Energy expects that there will be
low-altitude dights by Air Force planes
over trains transportng casks of waste.
To address these concerns, the depart-
ment szys that it is prepared to
“harden”™ the spent-fuel-receiving fa-
cility to enable it to “withstand the
input of surikes of an aircrart contain-
ing live ordnance,” and to route the
raii spur leading to the repository away
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from ranges where strafing is prac-
ticed.

But five-hundred-pound bombs are
firecrackers compared with the nuclear
explosions, of up to 2 hundred and fifty
kilotons, that rock Yucez Mounrtzin
approximately twice each month. Since
1963, four hundred and sixty-nine
‘““announced” tests have been con-
ducted beneath the test site, and the
Nacural Resources Defense Council
s2ys that its scientists have identified at
least 2 hundred and seventeen secret
tests during the same period. While [
was in Nevada, I brought up the issue
of the bomb tests with Donzld Vieth, a
Deparunent of Energy engineer, who
directed the planning for the Yucca
Mountain repository project for five
years; recently, he was promoted to 2
post that makes him responsible for
safety procedures at the test site.

“People with technical competence
have looked at this, and they see no
reason for concern that continued
weapons testing would compromise the
repository,” he assured me. “The clos-
est 2 nuclear test could come to us is
fifteen miles, and at that distance we
can’t idendfy a physical effect. Some of
our tunnels on the test site are much
closer, and they’re undamaged.”

How about the overhead bombers? 1
asked.

Dr. Vieth shrugged. “Suppose some-
body did drop a five-hundred-pound
bomb right onto our repository—that
wouldn’t affect the spent fuel’s isolz-
tion. Nuclear reactors are far more
vulnerable to the kind of thing you’re
talking about than our repository
would be.”

Not surprisingly, the Nevadz oppo-
nents of the Yucez Mountzin project
have not been reassured. For some time
now, Hank Greenspun has been ac-
tempting to marshzl opposition to the
combinadon of underground tests and
the repository, and I asked him how he
fele about the two.

“Not good,” he szid. “They’ve
made 2ll these surveys to show us how
slow the travel time is from Yucea
Mountain to our water sources, just in
case the repository doesn’t hold the
waste, but who knows whether the
pext nuclear blast at the test site won’t
open a new fissure that will consdrute 2
fast pathway downstream?”

Even if continued testing doesn’t
compromise the integrity of the reposi-
tory site, it wiil inevitably compromise
the integrity of the siting process. The
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Department of Energy’s plan for

building the repository promises the

host state “full, open and timely shar-
ing of technical information,” and that

. appears to include the results of tec-

tonic monitoring done to test the
strength of the formations beneath
Yuccz Mouneain. However, some of
these data, if they should be made
public, might reveal the dming 2nd the
extent of the secret underground nu-
clear explosions, and therefore com-
promise highly classified information.
The department says that the findings
will be given to the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission only in closed ses-
sions—if at zll. An obvious way to
resolve the conflict would be to end the
testing (after more than five hundred
such “experiments,” how many more
can be needed to demonstrate the lethal
potential of nuclear weapans?), but the
Reagan Administration says that the
government has no intendon of stop-
ping the tests. The repository’s oppo-
neats say, however, that even if the
tests do end they’ll continue to fight the
repository. “Testing won’t go on for-
ever,” Greenspun said to me. “Soon-
er or later, we'll make 2 deal with
the Russians, but once spent fuel goes
underground, that is forever.”

If, for any of these reasons, Yucca
Mounctain is found to be 2n unfeasible
place to dispose of nuclear waste (the
ultimate decision is in the hands of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
which has three years to consider li-
censing the construction of the reposi-
tory after the seven years or so that it
will take the Department of Energy to
characterize the site), the queston of
where to put spent fuel and the effiuents
of reprocessed spent fuel will return
to Congress. Meanwhile, high-level
waste accumulates. At the beginning of
this year, in this country, there were
thircy-four thousand one hundred boil-
ing-water-reactor assemblies, of the
Dresden 1 type, and twenty-two thou-
sand eight hundred and ninety-eight
pressurized-water-reactor assemblies
(these are slightly shorter but are
larger in diameter, more than twice as
heavy, and thus even more radioactive),
in the pools of a2 hundred and nine
operating commercial power reactors.
So far, two-thirds of these reactors
have been forced to expand their pools
—twice in some cases—and during
1988, the Department of Energy esu-
mates, commercial nuclear power will
generate thirty-eight hundred and

twelve more boiling-warter assemblies
and twenty-one hundred and eighty-
eight more pressurized-water assem-
blies.

Most of this spent fuel will survive
in the pools long after the reactors that
produced it have shut down. Dresden 1,
for example, was closed in 1984,
after twenty-five years of operation,
and its irradiated assemblies were
transferred, in lead-lined steel casks, to
the pools of two other reactors in Mor-
ris. If these two units also last for
twenty-five years, they will be shut
down well before the repository at
Yucca Mountain could conceivably
accept their spent fuel. Military high-
level waste, too, is accumulatng. More
than twelve million cubic feet of it is
being stored in underground tanks at
four nuclear facilides: at Hanford; at
the Savannah River nuclear reprocess-
ing plant, in South Carolina; at the
Idaho Natonal Engineering Labora-
tory, near Idaho Falls; and at the site
of the defunct commercial reprocess-
ing plant in West Valley, New York.
These effuents have been accumulat-
ing at the rate of about two hundred
thousand cubic feet a year over the past
decade.

“Nuclear waste disposal is 2 political
problem, not a technical problem,” Dr.
Edward Teller, one of the founding
scientists of the atomic age, said about
a decade ago, in advertisements pro-
moting nuclear power. And so it has
proved—and is stll proving—to be.
The taking of 2 state’s land—forever,
for all practical purposes—and the
raising of the approximately fifty bil-
lion dollars that will be required to
characterize, construct, and operate a
spent-fuel and high-level-waste reposi-
tory are polidcal problems: polidcal
problems of a magnitude that the
United States has never before con-
fronted in peacetime. And certzinly
they are too important to have been
addressed, without hearings and virtu-
ally without debate, sclely on the basis
of polidcal criteriz, by a Congress
rushing to get home for Chrisumas.

—Frep C. Suarmo

CASEY STENGEL LIVES!
{From the Topeka Capital-Journal]

Haxes City. Fla. (AP}—George Brent
says he regrets smashing a reporter’s
camera against a wall.

“T regree what I did.” said the first base-
man of the Kansas City Rovals. “But I'm
not sorry I did ic.”

N



HIGH-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE NEWSLETTER

Volume 5, Issue 1
May 1988

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES
1050 Seventeenth Street, Suite 2100
Denver, Colorado 80265

William T. Pound, Executive Director

Barbara Foster Cheryl Runyon
Contributor Contributor

The purpose of this newsletteris 1o provide iegislators, their stafis and otherinterested parties with information
on high-level radicactive waste. Information on meetings, publications and other items of interest will be
gratefully accepted and published inthis newsletter as space permits. Funding for this publication is provided
by the U.S. Department of Energy. Any opinions, findings or conclusions in this publication are those of the
NCSL staff and do not necessarily reflect the views and policies of the U.S. Department of Energy.

CONTENTS
Congressional/Agency Activity ................... 1
State/Tribal ACHVILY ..ccceeeeermeeerreeevrereeereneee 4
Interest Group ACtiVity .....ccccoevvmieeiicencnnneeens 6
Transportation .....c.ccccveeeeeeicrerenneenenieesconncnens 7
International .......c..ccovceecrrecierirreieincniennnnnn. 9
Publications/Videos ........cccccccrvieeeciccccricnnnn. 10

Future Meetings ......cccccevverveeiiicnncccnisnenenas 13



CONGRESSIONAL/AGENCY ACTIVITY

o Secretary of Energy John Herrington
announced on February 16, 1988, that the
N-Reactor located on the Hanford Reserva-
tion near Richland, Washington, will not
resume operation. The N-Reactor, which
supplied plutonium for weapons production,
was closed downin January 1987 for safety-
related upgrade work. Secretary Herrington
stated that the N-Reactor’s plutonium output
will not be needed due to the present stock-
pile of defense material. The ciosure is
expectedto resultin the termination of 2,600
Westinghouse Hanford employees during
the next two years. Westinghouse is the
Department of Energy (DOE) contractor
responsible for the management of the
Hanford Reservation. Remaining responsi-
bilities at Hanford include reprocessing the
N-Reactor fuel and the final cleanup of the
Reservation. When those tasks are com-
pleted in approximately 1994, the remaining
3,800 workers will lose their jobs.

o DOE has submitted a budget request to
Congress for an appropriation of $448.8
million from the Nuclear Waste Fund for
fiscal year (FY) 1989 to finance the high-
level waste program. DOE received an
appropriation of $360 million for FY88. The
current request is an increase of $88.8 mil-
lion, or 21 percent, over the previous budget
authorization. - The majority of the funds
requested were for repository-related activi-
ties. The request for DOE program manage-
ment and review includes funding for the
office of the special negotiator (located
within the Executive Office of the President)
and the technical review board and the
monitored retrievable storage (MRS) review
commission. The department is planning to

act quickly after the MRS review commis-
sion report is submitted to Congressin June
1989 and has requested a large increase in
funds to initiate the survey and evaluation of
potential MRS sites, as well as development
of the actual facility.

The NRC also submitted a $7.4 million
request for funding from the Nuclear Waste
Fund to support its activities related to the
high-leve! waste program. These activities
include the licensing of a high-level nuclear
waste repository, independent spent fuel
storage and an MRS.

The chart on page 2 indicates the differ-
ence in dollars between the FY88 and FY89
budgets for major sections within DOE. For
more information, contact Richard Levan,
Oftice of Resource Management, OCRWM,
U.S. DOE, 1000 Independence Avenue,
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20585, 202/586-
8953.

e DOE hasrenewedits cooperative agree-
ment with NCSL for 1988-83. The funding
will be used by NCSL to develop and staff a
tour of the Nevada Test Site and high-level
waste concurrent session at the Annuai
Meeting in Reno; research and write several
state legislative reports on high-level waste
related issues; publish this newsletter; and
conduct technical assistance for interested
state legislatures. NCSL has received fund-
ing from DOE since 1984 to provide assis-
tance to state legislatures on this issue. For
more information, contact Dwight Connor,
NCSL, Suite 2100, 1050 17th Street, Den-
ver, CO 80265, 302/623-7800.



Activit

First Repository

Second Repository

Monitored Retrievable Storage

Transportation and Systems
Integration

Program Manogement, Technical
Support

Capital Equipment

TOTAL Program
NRC Fees

TOTAL NUCLEAR WASTE FUND

Anticipated Interest Income derived
from Federal Treasury Instruments

FY 1989 Nuclear Waste Appropriations Request

Source: “OCRWM Bulletin,” February 1988, Submitted to Congress by DOE on February 18, 1988.

Budget Authority (In Millions)
FY 1988 FY 1089
Estimate Reguest & Change
$2409 $289.7 20
3.5 00 -
40 15.0 275
37.0 43.6 18
56.8 62.2 10
17.8 23.3 31
$360.0 $433.8 21
0.0 $ 1580
$360.0 $448.8 25
$176.4

¢ The U.S. Department of Transportation
(DOT) announced in the April 7, 1988, Fed-
eral Register an Advance Notice of Pro-
posed Rulemaking (ANPRM) covering the
highway routing of non-radioactive hazard-
ous materials. Highway route controlled
quantities of radioactive material (spent fuel)
already are reguiated in HM-164. Thereisa
six-month comment period, to October 11,
1988, and public hearings on June 14 in

Sacramento and on September 15in Wash- -

ington, D.C. All affected parties, including
states, can make their opinions known in this
time period. For more information, contact
Joseph Nalavanko, Policy Development
and Information Systems Division (202/366-
4484) or Lee Jackson, Standards Division
(202/366-4488), Office of Hazardous Mate-
rials Transportation, RSPA, U.S. DOT,
Washington, D.C. 20590. (Note: Many of
the questions asked in the ANPRM are

similar to those states might want a state
routing agency to consider if addressing
state radioactive materials routing regula-
tions.)

o In the April 7, 1988, Eederal Reqister,
DOT denied the appeal of Nevada regarding

the inconsistency ruling (IR-19) that found
Nevada's regulations governing the trans-
portation of hazardous materials to be incon-
sistent with federal law. The Nevada haz-
ardous materials definition included low
specific activity radioactive materials.

o The new toll-free phone number for the
NRC’s recorded announcement of upcom-
ing technical meetings between the NRC
and DOE on the high-level waste repository
program is 1-800/368-5642, ext. 20436.



© TheNRC plansto continue its negotiated

rulemaking on the licensing support system
(LSS) for the high-level waste repository.
The LSS willbe the computer systemusedto
store, research and retrieve, in full text, the
reports and records needed for geologic
repository licensing. The High-Leve! Waste
Licensing Support System Advisory Com-
mittee has been reduced in membership to
the state of Nevada; a cozlition of Nevada
local governments; a coalition of nonprofit
environmental groups; Edison Electric Insti-
tute and the Utility Nuclear Waste Manage-
ment group, jointly; DOE; and the NRC.
Meetings were held in March, April and May,
with the final meeting to be held in Reno on
June15-16, 1988. For more information,
contact Francis X. Cameron, Office of the
General Counsel, U.S. NRC, Washington,
D.C. 20555, 301/492-1623.

DOE awarded a $5.28 million contract to
SAIC to provide support forthe LSS. SAIC's
responsibilities include: defining the re-
quirements for submission and manage-
ment of documents concerning the licensing
of a geologic repository; designing a com-
puter system to meet those requirements;
preparing the specifications for computer
hardware, software and telecommunica-
tions needs; testing the system; developing
training procedures and materials; and
guaranteeing the satisfactory loading of
approximately four million pages of datainto
the system. The contract runs from Septem-
ber 30, 1987, until March 29, 1990.

e The State, Local and Indian Tribe Pro-
gram of the NRC has moved to Rockville,
Maryland. The new address is State, Local
and Indian Tribe Programs, Mail Stop WF-3-
D-23, U.S. NRC, Washington, D.C. 20555,
301/492-0321.

® The speaker of the House of Represen-
tatives and the president pro tem of the
Senate named the members of the Moni-
tored Retrievable Storage (MRS) Review
Commission onMarch 21, 1988, as required
by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act Amend-
ments (NWPAA). The members are: Victor
Gilinsky, a former NRC commissioner; Alex
Radin, a former American Public Power
Association executive director; and Dale
Klein, a professor at the University of Texas.
Mr. Gilinsky resigned from the commission
on April 7; a replacement has not yet been
named.

islation

o HR 4041 (Buechner-MO) Requires
DOE to receive certification fromthe Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) for casks
used to transport high-level waste and spent
fuel.

o HR 4069 (Howard-NJ,deceased) DOT-
sponsored bill for reauthorization of the
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act
(HMTA).

o HR 4121 (Sharp-IN, Bryant-TX) Cre-
ates an independent safety oversight board
for DOE nuclear facilities.

o HR 4134 (Moorhead-CA) Reorganizes
the NRC with a single administrator.

o HR 4139 (Sharp-IN, Bryant-TX) Re-
quires the appointment of an inspector gen-
eral within the NRC.

o HR 4140 (Sharp-IN, Bryant-TX,
Gejdenson-CT) Requires an office of in-
spections within the NRC.



o HR 4224 (Morrison-WA) Requires DOE
to demonstrate the technical feasibility of
burning nuclear fuel from dismantled weap-
ons in DOE reactors and to ask the president
to invite the USSR to paricipate in the
demonstration.

o HR 4283 (Skeen-NM) Provides inde-
pendent scientific evaluation of WIPP by the
Environmental Evaluation Group (EEG).
The EEG would be responsible to the state
Institute of Mining and Technology, notto the
governor. The legislation also would prohibit
pre-review of EEG’'s work. The EEG would
have offices in Albuquerque and Carlsbad,
New Mexica, and the director would select
the site of the main office. {(Note: This bill
also will be offered as an amendment of HR
2504, the land withdrawal legislation for
WIPP.) This bill is a companion to S 2220.

o S 2191 (Reid-NV) Establishes a West-
ern Center for Nucilear and Groundwater
Research.

o S 2220 (Bingaman-NM, Domenici-NM)
A companion to HR 4283.

o S (Breaux-LA) Replaces the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission with a
single administrator heading the Nuclear
Satety Agency (NSA). Authorizes funding
for the NSA and improves nuclear plant
security. Also establishes an independent,
three- member safety board within the NSA
to investigate safety events. Criteria for
safety events include: 1) moderate expo-
sure to orrelease of radioactive materials; 2)
major degradation of essential safety-re-
lated equipment; and 3) major deficiency in
design, construction, operation or manage-
ment controls. The board will submit its
findings to Congress, (the administrator)
with recommendations for prevention of fu-
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ture occurrences. The administrator will
have 120 days to adopt the recommenda-
*ions or pro vide the reasoning for failing todo
so. The bill also creates an inspector gen-
eralwhose office would assume the duties of
investigating internal agency waste, fraud
and abuse. (Note: Thisis a “clean” bill being
reviewed in committee; a bill number will be
assigned when it is introduced in the Sen-
ate.)

STATE/TRIBAL ACTIVITY

o Senior Justice David Zenoff of Nevada's
Fifth District Judicial Court determined on
February 11, 1988, that the creation of Bull-
frog County was special legislation affecting
county government and illegal under the
state constitution. The legislature passed
and the governor signed into law a bill creat-
ing Bullfrog’ County—a 144-mile area of
uninhabited, federally-owned land with no
population—as a method of maximizing
DOE payments equal to taxes if Yucca
Mountain were selected as the repository
site. The state attorney general declined to
represent the state and the governor de-
cided not to answer the lawsuit filed by the
commissioners of Nye County (the county
from which Builfrog was carved). The legis-
lature hired special counsel to representitin
the litigation.

The state legisiative commission ap-
pointed an ad hoc subcommittee to examine
the state's options in light of the judge’s
ruling. The subcommittee met on March 1,
1988, in Las Vegas to consider whether to
appeal, draft a new law that could withstand
a constitutional challenge, or create a spe-
cial “health and safety district” with the au-
thority to tax the nuclear waste repository.



The subcommittee reported its findings to
the legislative commission on March 8,
1988. The committee recommended that
the legislative commission should not ap-
peal the trial court’s decision to the state
Supreme Court. The committee also recom-
mended that it be allowed to continue to
meet and develop new legislation for consid-
eration during the 1989 session. (The Ne-
vada Legislature is not in session in 1988.)

e The Washington House of Representa-
tives considered a resolution, SHCR 4430,
which established a joint select committee
on nuclear affairs to monitor and discuss
nuclear issues. The resolution died in the
Senate Energy and Utilities Committee. The
committee was to consist of eight members,
two each from the minority and majority
caucus of each house. Each member ap-
pointed was to be from a different congres-
sional district and jointly appointed by the
speaker of the House and the president of
the Senate. The committee would have
been jointly chaired by a member of each
majority caucus, with staff support provided
from the energy and utilities committees in
the House and Senate.

o The Washington State Institute for Public
Policy (WSIPP) announced that the January
1988 issue of Nuclear Waste Update was
the final newsletter. The Washington legis-
lature is closing out its high-level waste ac-
tivities as required by the NWPAA.

@ The Radioactive Transportation Com-
mittee for the Pacific States Agreement (ID,
OR, WA) met in Oregon on March 14. The
committee intends to draft a proposal to
DOE to test the Commercial Vehicle Safety
Alliance (CVSA) draft standards that have
been developed for the Office of Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management

(OCRWM). Since there will be a large
number of radioactive waste shipments to
the Waste Isolation Pilot Piant (WIPP) sitein
New Mexico through these three states, it
will give OCRWM a testing ground to ascer-
tain the frequency of various kinds of truck
breakdowns, and it will give the states the
opportunity to identify the need for inspec-
tions in general and for the inspection of
certainitemsin particular. For more informa-
tion, contact Bob Robison, Radioactive

‘Materials Transportation Coordinator, Siting

and Regulation Division, Oregon Depart-
ment of Energy, 625 Marion Street, NE,
Salem, OR 97310, 503/378-3194.

@ Representative James Mitchell was
elected chairman of the Maine Advisory
Commission on Radioactive Waste on Janu-
ary 14, 1988. Representative Mitchell has
served in the state legislature since 1980
and has represented Maine in previous
meetings of the NCSL Legislative Working
Group on High-Level Waste. To learn more
about the group’'s activities, contact the
Advisory Commission on Radioactive
Waste, State House Station 120, Augusta,
ME 04333, 207/289-3059.

@ Maine and Wisconsin, former second
repository site candidates, have expressed
ongoing concern about the need for a sec-
ond repository. Specific concerns are: (1)
no changes have been made in the 70,000
metric ton (MTU) capacity limit for the first
repository, and if changes are made, Yucca
Mountain’s limit may be only 90,000 MTU;
and (2) the Yucca Mountain site may prove
to be unsuitable. Two key variables thatcan
affect storage capacity are the amount of
defense waste disposed of in the repository
and the length of time spent fuel is cooled

. before it goes to the repository. For more

information, contact Representative James
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Mitchell, listed above, or Bob Halstead,
Radioactive Waste Review Board, 620
Tenney Building, 3 South Pinckney, Madi-
son, WI 53702, 608/266-1832.

® The NCSL State Federal Assembly
Energy Committee passedthree resolutions
of interest at the March meeting in Washing-
ton, D.C.

—Iinhigh-level waste, NCSL supports (1)
consultation with the executive and legisia-
tive branches in Nevada or any other host
state in all steps of repository development;
(2) independent compensation for the legis-
lative and executive branches, as well as
funding for independent technical assess-
ments; (3) compliance with reasonable state
laws regarding construction, operation and
decommissioning of arepository; (4) consid-
eration of risk minimization fortransportation
issues and state input on all risk issues; (5)
DOE's work with NCSL and similar organi-
zations; and (6) state inputinto site selection
criteria and consideration of potential sites if
there is a second repository.

—The second resolution speaks to the
proposed reorganization of the NRC. The
NCSL committee supports the appointment
of a single administrator to provide a central-
ized and consistent administration in order
to reform the licensing and regulation proce-
dures.

—The third resolution addresses the
reauthorization of the Price-Anderson Act,
which places a ceiling on liability shouid
there be a nuclear-refated accident. The
Energy Committee urges (1) reauthorization
for 10 years; (2) an increase in the first tier of
liability payments; (3) a maximum liability
payment of $63 million per reactor; (4) ex-
tending the statute of limitations to three
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years from the time the victim should have
known of his injury; and (5) lowering the

“threshold for an Extraordinary Nuclear Oc-

currence. On issues related to high-level
waste, the committee supports: (1) addinga
separate subtitle for transportation-related
liability; (2) holding DOE strictly liable for
accidents related to the transporting and
siting of nuclear waste; (3) holding states
and tribes harmmless for all nuclear-related
accidents; and (4) reimbursing states and
tribes forexpensesincurredin responding to
a nuclear accident. '

These resolutions will be considered for
adoption by all NCSL members at the An-
nual Meeting in Reno, Nevada, July 25-29,
1988. To request a copy of any or all of the
resolutions, contact Leann Stelzer, NCSL,
Suite 2100, 1050 17th Street, Denver, CO
80265, 303/623-7800.

INTEREST GROUP ACTIVITY

@ The Energy Committee of the Western
Interstate Energy Board met in Denver,
Colorado, February 9-11, 1988. The routing
task force presented its proposal that DOE,
states and otherinterested parties develop a
route selection methodology and that DOE,
as the shipper signing contracts, specify the
routes the carrier should take.

—The Western Governor's Association
expressed increasing interest in the
OCRWM program, since many western
states will be affected.

—There was lengthy discussion about
the emergency response training to be given
to the western states prior to the announce-
ment of the WIPP shipments in October.
States want to make sure the training will
meet the needs of the responders.



—Personnel from Battelle discussed
{orthcoming studies: Dedicated Train Study;
Analysis of Train Accident Data, “Hefty”

Cask and RailCaranda Comparative Analy-
is of Tran M | ions.

For more information, contact Lori Friel,
WIEB, 6500 Stapleton Plaza, 3333 Quebec
Street, Denver, CO 80207, 303/377-9459,.

® Nuclear Power Update - The United
States now has 103 operating nuclear reac-
tors, plus three with fuel power licenses not
yet operating, plus three with low-power
operating licenses. For more information,
contact Pat Bryant, U.S. Council for Energy
Awareness, 1776 | Street, N.W_, Suite 400,
Washington, D.C. 20006-2485, 202/293-
0770.

@ The operations and regulatory compli-
ance division of Science Applications Inter-
national Corporation, responsible for DOE-
sponsored radioactive material transporta-
tiontraining programs, has moved. The new
addressis SAIC, P.O. Box 2501, Oak Ridge,
TN 37831, 615/482-9031, ext. 403.

TRANSPORTATION

@ The Center for Nuclear Waste Analysis,
located in the Southwest Research Institute
in San Antonio, is a federally-funded re-
search and development center (FFRDC)
under contract solely to the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission to support its work in the
licensing of a nuclear waste repository. The
four key elements to be studied are geology,
repository design and operation, engi-

neered barriers and transportation. Appli-
cable regulations in 49 CFR and 10 CFR will
be studied to identify any uncertainties that
need to be investigated. In the transporta-
tion area, the center will look at oid studies,
risk assessment, etc.,, and will work with
Sandia National Laboratories’ Transporta-
tion Technology Center and the NRC Safe-
guards program. For more information,
contact Richard N. Pierce, Manager, Trans-
portation/Special Projects and Analytical

‘Evaluations, Center for Nuclear Waste

Regulatory Analysis, P.O. Drawer 28510,
San Antonio, TX, 78284, 512/522-5151.

e In July, Sandia National Laboratories
TRANSNET users can access StateGEN/
StateNET, a code that provides a methodol-
ogy to assess local-area routing alternatives
for highway radioactive materials transpor-
tation. For more information, contact
Christine Erickson, Sandia National Labora-
tories, Division 6321, P.O. Box 5800, Al-
buquerque, NM 87185, 505/844-8906.

© Transuranic waste shipments to New
Mexico are still scheduied to beginin 1988,
but their number will be reduced. The first
shipments will be from western states and
will impact Arnzona, California, Colorado,
ldaho, New Mexico, Nevada, Oregon Utah
and Washington.

® Secretary of Transportation James
Bumley has established the Office of Safety
Program Review within the Department of
Transportation. The move represents a shift
from the Safety Review Task Force to a
permanent office. The office will report to
Caroline Mederos, deputy assistant secre-
tary for safety. The office will review the
implementation of the task force recommen-
dations and conduct additional reviews, and
direct special safety initiatives to Secretary
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Burniey. For more information, contact Ms.
Mederos at the Office of Safety Program
Review, U.S. DOT, 400 7th Strent, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20590, 202/566-4450.

@ Although transportation routes for ship-
ment of materials from reactors to repository
have not yet been determined, the map
below gives some idea of the likely transpor-
tation corridors.

e Department of Energy/Defense Pro-
grams will offer emergency response train-
ing to state emergency responders as well
as Indian tribes along WIPP shipment
routes. For more information, contact Tom
Hindman, Deputy Director, Office of De-
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fense Waste and Transportation Manage-
ment, A-214B GTN, Germantown Building,
Germantown, MD 20545, 301-353-3956.

¢ The Transportation Coordinating Group
(TCG) met in Atlanta, Georgia, March 29
and 30. The Department of Energy dis-
cussed the OCRWM reorganization and
plans for the coming year from the Chicago,
idaho and Oak Ridge operations offices,
and the Nevada Project Office. The South-
ern States Energy Board, Westem Inter-
state Energy Board, National Conference of
State Legislatures and National Congress of
American Indians reported on their contract
activities. New cask designs were reviewed,
as well as the status of the study on fuel
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burn-up credit. The new cask designs as-
sume fuel burn-up credit will be given. Note-
worthy items include:

1. The Western Shoshone Indians, who
have legal rights in Nevada nearthe test site
and in other states (California, Idaho and
Utah) that may involve transportation corri-
dors, intend to become actively involved in
the program.

2. Representatives from tribes along |-
40 in Oklahoma wish to become more in-
volved in the program.

3. Representatives from the executive
branch of the state of Nevada have strongly
encouraged DOE to proceed with the reso-
lution of institutional issues, since some
major activities—e.g., transportation-re-
lated construction—may take 10 years to
complete afterthe first dollar becomes avail-
able.

4. The Nevada executive branch repre-
sentatives also encouraged DOE to see that
the environmental impact statement (EIS)
scoping includes national transportation im-
pacts.

5. There are polarized opinions as to
whether or not the DOT routing rule, HM-
164, can work for Nuclear Waste Policy Act
(NWPA) shipments. Some fee! that the
volume and funnel effect to Nevada were not
anticipated in HM-164. Others feel it can
work because at some point states have to
resolve any differences that may exist.

6. The nuclear power utilities reminded
everyone that all the money for all the activi-
ties comes from states’ citizens, who are
ratepayers.

7. DOE plans to hold a workshop on
emergency response in April 1989. The
object is to bring together all the key play-
ers—federal, state, tribal, iocal and indus-
try—and to attempt to identify any gaps that
may exist in the system.

8. Another Transportation Coordinating
Group meeting is anticipated in 1988.

For more information, contact Ralph
Stein, Office of Systems Integration and
Reguiations, RW-33, OCRWM, DOE, 1000
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington,
D.C. 20585, 202/586-6046.

INTERNATIONAL

© In a special edition (January 15, 1988),
Nuclear Fuel reported that the operating
license of a German firm was suspended for
the possible violation of the Nonproliferation
Treaty (NPT). Proof has notbeen produced,
but the company is accused of shipping
weapons grade uranium to Pakistan or
Libya. The German Nuclear Safety Minister
has presented the Bundestag (parliament)
with the following reguifatory controls as
security measures: (1) government notifica-
tion of all nuclear waste transports 48 hours
before shipment; (2) mandatory alpha and
gamma spectroscopic measurement of
packaged waste priorto shipment; (3) estab-
lishment of a program to sample contents of
conditioned wastes; (4) intensified spot
sampling; and (5) documentation of all
waste transports.

The minister also added that in the future
German utilities will be required to condition

low- and medium-level wastes on reactor

sites and that a German facility for low-level
waste incineration will be built to eliminate
transportation of low- and medium-level
wastes outside the country.



PUBLICATIONS/VIDEOS

e The foliowing putlications currently are
available from DOE.

—Additional Information _on_ Monitor

Retrievable Storage (DOE/RW-01686,
November 1987).

itation Dr. i h riza-
ion Plan, Overview Mountain Si
Nev R rch an velopm r
(DOE/RW-0161, January 1988).

—Enyi tal Monitari | Mitiga-

ion Plan for Si har rization, Nev
Nuclear W r Investigations Proj-
ect, Revision 1 (DOE/RW-0176, January
1988).

—Draft Environmental Requlatory Com-
liance Plan for Si h rization of th
Y Mountain__ Si Nev Nuclear

W r Investigations Proj

(DOE/RW-0177, January 1988).

—_ i nomi nitorin itj-
gation Plan for Si har. rization, Ne-
vadaNuclear W r Investigation

Project, Revision 1 (DOE/RW-0179, Janu-
ary 1988).

har risti f nt Fuel, High-
vel Wi n her Radi ive W,
Which M R ir ng-Term Isolation

(DOE/RW-0184, December 1987), Vol. 1
of 6.

KRWM Back rs:
—Radiation and High-Level Radioac-

tive Waste (DOE/RW-0167, February
1988);

raphic Distribution of High-Level
Badioactive Waste (DOE/RW-0168, Febru-
ary 1888);
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- n f Pr ion in th
Management of the Nation's High-Level
Badioactive Waste (DOE/RW-0169, Febru-
ary 1988); and

—The Muttiple Barrier System of Geo-
logic Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and
High-Level Radioactive Waste (DOE/RW-
0170, February 1988).

@ The Office of Transportation Systems
and Planning (OTSP), Battelle Memorial
Institute, has issued a technical report,
Considerations in Rail Routing of Radioac-
{ive Materials, With Emphasis on the Rela-
. 5 . I ,
Accidents, (BMI/OTSP-02, UC-71), January
1988. For a copy, contact Mimslyn K.
Shuck, Assistant Public Information Spe-
cialist, Public Information and Outreach
Section, Office of Transportation Systems
and Planning, Battelle Memoriai Institute,
505 King Avenue, Columbus, OH 43201-
2693, 614/424-4332.

e The U. S. Department of Energy, Idaho
Operations Office, has a series of vide-
otapes on low-level waste available for state
legislators and other interested parties. The
series is divided into nine modules of varying
length on current low-level waste topics. For
instance, Tape 8, “Site Development,” dis-
cussesthe merits of alternative technologies
and costs in relation to volume. Tape 9,
“Issues Affecting Progress,” reviews the
political, legal, institutional, liability, financ-
ing and other issues that are impeding
states’ progress toward a facility develop-
ment. For copies of the tapes, contact Beth
Reyes, TSB, EG&G Idaho, INEL, P.O. Box
1625, ldaho Falls, ID 83415, 208/526-1651.

(] nt Nuclear Fuel Tran ion:

Public lssues and Answers (DOE/NE/
44139-17), by W. Dean Hoffman, July 1986,



a report prepared as an account of work
performed by West Valley Nuclear Services
Company, Inc., under contract No. AC07-
81NE44139, is available from the National
Technical information Service, U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, Springfield, VA 22161.

o The NRC has issued The U.S, Nuclear

Regul mmission Pr m with
n | Governmen Indian Tri

(NUREG-1309, March 1988). The State,
Local and Indian Tribe Programs (SLITP)
was created withinthe Office of Governmen-
tal and Public Affairs by a reorganization of
the NRC. The report reviews the NRC’s
relations with state and local governments
andindiantribes. Torequestacopy, contact
State, Local and Indian Tribe Programs,
Ofiice of Governmental and Public Aftairs,
U.S. NRC, Washington, D.C. 20555, 301/
492-0321.

e The following reports have been issued
by the NRC:

na-Term Performan f High-Level
Glass Waste Forms, NUREG/CR-4795,
BMI-2143, November 1987, $9.

Long-Term Performance of Container

Materials for High-Level Waste, NUREG/
CR-4955, BMI-2155, November 1987, $20.

h ling Performan )

Crushed Basalt Borehole Plugs, NUREG/ -

CR-4983, November 1887, $13.

To obtain copies of these reports, con-
tact Superintendent of Documents, U.S.
Government Printing Office, P.O. Box
37082, Washington, DC 20013-7082, 202/
275-2060.

e The Third Quanerly Progress Report on

he Pre-Licensing Ph f DOE's Civilian
igh- ipactiv ,_Manage:

ment Program (SECY-88-39, February 9,
1988) issued by the NRC, contains an enclo-

sure that delineates NRC activities required
by the NWPA, including the December redi-
rection. Some dates are estimates, contin-
gentupon DOE activities. For more informa-
tion, contact Wayne Walker, Nuclear Mate-
rials Safety and Safeguards, U.S. NRC,
Washington, D.C. 20555, 202/492-0447.

@ The General Accounting Office (GAO)

has :ssuedﬂu.QLe_aLW.aﬂe_QuanﬂbLBﬁQm
Nuclear W Pr f

December 31, 1987 (GAO/RCED 88 99FS
February 1988). To request a copy of this
report, contact U.S. GAO, P.O. Box 6015,
Gaithersburg, MD 20877, 202/275-6241.

e OnMarch7,1988,the NRC released NRC
Statt Review of the Department of Energy's

n 1 n ion Dra ite

har, rization Plan for the Y Moun-
tain Site. The report contains NRC's objec-
tions, comments and questions, and points
out that comments and questions may be-
come objections if not quickly addressed.
For a copy, contact Eileen T. Tang, Licens-
ing Assistant, Operations Branch, Division
of High-Level Waste Management, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20555, 202/492-3387.

© The Nevada Agency for Nuclear Proj-
ects/Nuclear Waste Project Office has is-
sued the following technical reports dealing
with aspects of the hydrology and geochem-
istry of Yucca Mountain, the proposed can-
didate site for the repository:
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—Environmental Program Planning for
the Proposed High-Leve! Nuclear Waste
(NWPO-TR-001-87).

i ng Chemi f nsi-
tion of Glass to Authigenic Minerals (NWPO-
TR-002-87).

—Technical Review: Two-Di ional

- Mode! of Groundwater Flow
Nev T ite and Vicinity, Nevada-Cali-
fornia (NWPQO-TR-003-87).

—Review of Madeling Efforts Associ-
ated with Yucca Mountain, Nevada (NWPO-
TR-004-87).

ot . ¢ Infiltrati int
Fr red Wel Tutt Using Small -
hole

Data Collection Technique—Inventory
of Numerical Codes Available for High-Level

Nuclear Waste Repository Performance
M lin Y Mountain., Nev

((NWPO-TR-006-87).

To request copies of these reports, con-
tact the Nevada Agency for Nuclear Proj-
ects/Nuclear Waste Project Office, Capitol
Complex, Carson City, NV 89710, 702/885-
3744.

© ivilian Nuclear Programs: The Uni
States, France and Japan by Terrell Erikson
{(January 1988), describes French and Japa-
nese nuclear fuel technologies, nonprolif-
eration policies and waste disposal pro-
grams, and compares them with the U.S.
programs. To request a copy, contact
WSIPP, The Evergreen State College,
Seminar Building, Olympia, WA 98505 206/
866-6000, ext. 6454.

¢ WSIPP has issued Nuclear Futures, a
report on its session addressing life for
nuclear power after the NWPA. The ses-
sion, held December 1, 1987, addressed the
issue from the perspectives of regulatory

12

agencies, the legal profession, industry, the
press and the public. To request a copy of
the report, contact WSIPP, The Evergreen
State College, Seminar Building, Olympia,
WA 98505, 206/866-6000, ext. 6454.

o The state of New Mexico's Environ-
mental Evaluation Group has published two
reports related to the WIPP site: A Cultural
Assessment of the Continuous Air Monitor-
ing System at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
(EEG-38, March 1988), and Chemical and

iochemical Char risti f Ground-

rinth lebr lomi h m
New Mexico (EEG-39, March 1988). The
Environmental Evaluation Group provides
an independent analysis of the WIPP site for
the New Mexico Health and Environment
Department. To request copies of these
reports, contact Robert Neill, Director, Envi-
ronmental Evaluation Group, P.O. Box
3149, Carisbad, NM 88220, 505/885-3675.

f Tran ion Inconsis-
tency Rulings, a State Legislative Report
(SLR) by Barbara Foster, now is available to
state legislators and staff at no charge andto
the general public at $5 per copy. To obtain
acopy, contact the NCSL Marketing Depart-
ment, Suite 2100, 1050 17th Street, Denver,
CO 80265, 303/623-7800.

@ The League of Women Voters of Bucks
County, Pennsylvania, has produced a 30-
minute videotape (1/2-inch VHS) on envi-
ronmental mediation. “Without Blood:
Mediation of Environmental Disputes” dis-
cusses the key aspects of environmental
mediation and includes a roundtable discus-
sion on the issue. The purchase fee for the
video is $35. For more information, write
“AT ISSUE,” Bucks County League of
Women Voters, R.D. #3, Box 7-A, New
Hope, PA 18938. -



o The National Association of Regulatory
Utility Commissioners (NARUC) has pub-
lished areport, Survey of Spent Nuclear Fuel
Storage, which indicates that 78 of 118
nuclear power plants will have reached their
storage capacity for spent fuel by the year
2003. The NRC sets limits on the number of
fuel rods a storage pool can hoid; therefore,
apower plant at capacity willbe forced touse
reracking, fuel consolidation or dry cask
storage until a repository is completed.
NARUC also plans to study the comparative
costs of these options. To request a copy of
the survey, send $6 to NARUC, P.O. Box
684, Washington, DC 20044.

e Have Waste Will Travel: An Examina-

ion of the Implications of High-Level Ny-
clear Waste Transportation, published in

July 1987, is available at a cost of $4.50 from
the Natural Hazards Research and Applica-
tions Information Center, Institute of Behav-
ioral Science #6, Campus Box 482, Univer-
sity of Colorado, Boulder, CO 80309, 303/
492-6818.

e A presentation of interest to state, local
and tribal officials was made at Waste
Management '88 in Tucson. Public Con-
cerns About RAM  Transport—

mmuynicating Engineerin n_Risk
(SANDB87-2656A, TTC-0762) by James
McClure, et al., is available from NCSL. For
a copy, contact Leann Stelzer, NCSL, Suite
2100, 1050 17th Street, Denver, CO 80265,
303/623-780

FUTURE MEETINGS

NCSL Annual Meeting, Reno,
Nevada, July 24-29, 1988.
© NCSL will sponsor a tour of the Nevada
Test Site and Yucca Mountain, the site DOE
is studying as a potential host fora high-level
waste repository. The tour will be held July
22, 1988, and will depart from and return to
Las Vegas. The tour is limited to 45 partici-

‘pants with a required security clearance.

o NCSL also will host a concurrent ses-
sion, “Nuclear Waste Comes to Nevada's
Backyard,” during the Annual Meeting. Mr.
Ed Kay, acting director of the Office of Civil-
ian Radioactive Waste Management, which
is responsible for the repository program, is
an invited speaker for the session.

For more information, contact Cheryl
Runyon, NCSL, Suite 2100, 1050 17th
Street, Denver, CO 80265, 303/623-7800.

¢ The DOE Model Conference, Oak
Ridge, Tennessee, October 3-7, 1988.
Contact Cynthia Kendrick, ORNL, P.O. Box
Y, Oak Ridge, TN 37831-6029, 615/576-
2632.

e The 9th International Symposium
on the Packaging and Transportation
of Radioactive Materials (PATRAM
’89), Washington, D.C., June 11-16, 1983.
Call for papers has been issued. Contact
Judith Gale, Social and Scientific Systems,
Inc., Suite 610, 7101 Wisconsin Avenue,
Bethesda, MD 20814, 301/986-4870.
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~ Volcanic.

risk greater
‘than previous

estimates

a2

By Mike Norris/Gazette-joums! :

Chances of a volcanic eruption at
Nevada’'s Yucca Mountain, pro for
the nation's first high-level nuclear waste
g;xm , are much greater than earlier stu-

s
compiled by scientists in New Mexjco.

The study fuels concerns that the pro--

posed $39 . billion . storage

project poses the potential for an environ- .
mental disaster should eruptions or earth-.

quakes destroy metal canisters and
release - radioactive waste into the
environment only 75 miles from Las
Vegas,

Thre report was presented to the Depart-
ment of Energy more than a year ago
Stephen Wells, a geomorphologist wi

the University of New. Mexico-Albuquer- |
que, and Les McFadden of the U.S, Geolo- -

gcal Survey in Menlo Park,
The study puts the
Wells volcanic cone 12 miles from the pro-

repository site at Jess than than .

posed
20.000 years — compared {0 previous es

., mates of about 300,000 years.. . :

d estimated, according to new data -

age of the Lathrop ’

b
'

D S . s s Gt - -

I e - - e .

-

The ymmga-'a voleano, the more likely —

itis to erupt.

“It's much younger than people thought
and it is definitely more complicated than
was previously thought,” Wells said. .

Under DOE rules, the age of a volcano
isn't enough to disqualify a proposed
repository site. But John Bell. one of sev-
eral UNR geologists advising the state on
the issue, said Yueca Mountain could be
disqualified if it is shown not to be safe for
waste storage.

“The real concern is . . . it may suggest
the likelihood of an eruption is much
greater than was thought,” said Robert
R. Loux, director of the Nevada Nuclear
Projects Agency. —

The government blans to store up to

70.000 metric tons of waste — equal to
more than 2,500 tractor-trailer loads. —
about 1,000 {est beneath the surface in &

2.000-acre area. It will contain 200.000-

times the amount. of radioactivity

released into the atmosphere by all
Cherno-

above-ground nuclear tests, The

byl reactor accident in the Soviet was sig-

pificantly Jess dangerous,

The- spent fuel rods!from commercial.

IR I —-

- . 'Sea STUDY, page 10A

L - F T

~ Study cites nuke-

-

S i GTEAL DEWST et R E R -

" From pege 1A )
reactors and some military
- nuclear weapons production:

waste that would be at the site--

could be strongly radioactive for
10.000 years. ,
Environmentalists and Nevada
officials have raised fears that
tremors could damage the reposi-
tory and send clouds of radioac-
tive material into the atmo-
sphere. They've also pointed to
the proximity of the Nevada Test
- Site, where the DOE regularly
sets off powerful atomic devices.
— explosions that sometimes
shake chandeliers in Las Vegas.
There also have been concerns
that nuclear waste could make its
way into ground water supplies,
Environmentafists: ‘Greet news'.
Officials of Citizen Alert, a
1,100-member Reno-based
environmentsal group fighting the
dump, hailed Wells’ evidence as
an addition .to ether reports gen-

erated within DOE that question -

the Nevada site's stability.,

“It's just another good sign of
evidence of a flaw in Yucca
Mountain,” said Bob Fulkerson,

" executive di . “Along with.
the Syzmanskj report covering"
the earthquake potential, this is-

dum

In a report released Jan. 21 by
Gov. Richard Bryan, Jerry S.
. Syzmanski, a senior member of

"+ the DOE Yucca Mountain team

that has studied the site since

1984, said that because jt is :

impossibfl: utlo predict t;rgen eﬁrth-
~ quakes, ting or o geologi-
cal disasters could occur, “‘seri-
ous consideration shouid be given
_to abandoning the Yucca Moun-
tain site and declaring it unsuit-
able for the purposes of a-
nent disposal of the high-level
mal’ear wastes.” ed legislati
NEress approv on
in December 1837 that authorized
DOE to abandon site studies in
. Texas and Washington and con-
centrate-gn Nevada. The action
i concern among Nevada
officials and environmental
groups such as Fulkerson’s that
DOL is sacrificing valid scientific
principies to politics. .
Under mandates of the 1954
Atomic Energy Act, the federal
government is required to pro-

" mote nuclear power to reduce:

U.S. dependence on foreign fuel
" sources. Mare than 100 reactors
.have been. built since then,
amassing u:f to 30,000 metric tons
of spent fuel rods. .
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Some critics have said the

Energy Department’s scientific

-
]

procedures don’t adequately
interrelate all features of ‘Yncea
Mountain’s geology, geomorpbho-
Jogy (the study of landforms) and
hydrogeology. i
“We're not totally convinced
the DOE site characterization
draft is as complete as it shouid
be,’ said Judy Triechel, execu-
tive director of the Nevada.
Nuclear Waste Task Force, an
independent group based in Las
Vegas. “We're worried Yucca
Mountain wasn't being consid-
ered as part of the full Great
Basin. This report (Wells’) sort of
ties all this in.” -

Conflicting studies on volcano

Bruce Crowe, a geochemist at
Los Alamos National Laboratory
under whom Wells works, had
estimated the age of Lathrop
Wells at about 300,000 years. Bt
“when Bruce saw our data in
February (1937) he became con-
vinced we -were on the right
track,” said Wells, who has stud-
ied basaltic cones.for the last

Wells and McFadden compared
data on soil and rock samples:
{rom Lathrop Wells with data
from a 15,000-year-old volcano




. Study warns of volcanic danger

)
]

* mecurate on that an

at nuclear-dump site =

~ called the A-cone about 15 miles
" southwest of Dakers(ield, Calit.

More studies, Iasting up to
three years, must be performed
(o ohialn a more precise figure.

“Now we're irying lo get more
find out ¥f 1t
is less than 10,000 years old, or

. even 5,000 years."

“It's a Nittle bit early lo assess

*this very preliminary data,” sald

Rrent Turrin, research geologist
of the U.S. Geological Survey,
“Rut it's good data at this polnt
asfarasweeantell” - -

" Crowe, wha could not be

reached for comment Jast week,
and Wells are planning to publish

. detalls of thelr {indings in sclen-

fific journals lhlq summer,
“We want a very strong data

" sel irylng to define the precise

age of Lathrop Wells, how many
times (¢ has ecupled and the style
of eruplions,” Wells anid. "'l'l’t'nt
goes into Bruce Crowe’s risk-
assessment study.” o

Target opening: year 2005

" But even as Information (hat

appears 1o question the suitabillt
orv.uccl Mountaln Is belng accu):

mulated, congressional leaders —

. Including Rep. Morris K. Udall,

the Arlzona Democral once con-

Information 2 years old |

McFadden and Wells gathered
the data in summer 1986 and
reported it to DOE nnd the Geolo-
flcnl Survey in February 1987, A
ittle more than a year later, In
March 1988, it was presenled at a
Las Vegas meeting of the Geologi-
cal Soclety of America. - .

“The report Is of significant
Interest, although more studies
are required,” saild Carl Gerlz,

director of DOF, waste-manage.: !’

ment operations in Nevada. "But,
all things consldered, the odds we
had of a volcanic eruption were
one chance in a billion & year over

' 10,000 years. Now, they might be
' one chance 1n 10 million.”

Yucca Mountain Is composed of

| tuff, a dense yel brittle rack

. formed (rom valcanic eruptions. -
" Openings occur when melted gns-

cous rock called magma belches
upward from deep in the Earlh
end blasts through the surface.
Most mrgma forms 50 to 100

_ miles benealh the surface,

sidered an nn{ of Nevada in its
e

fight te kecp the dump out of the
siate — are already discussing
fssues Involved with transporting
the waste to Nevada, Uniler cur-
rent plany, the dump could open
around 2005, :

The tenor of the discussion sug-
gesis that, at least in the minds of
most memhers of Congress, the
location question Is seitled. But
some sclentisls — such as Wells
— believe the DOE has becomé
more open o dala thal might
question the site. '

“The important thing is there is
new sclence being Injected and
DOE Is {iscally supporling it,”’
Wells said, '

Bell, the University of Nevada-
Rerio geologist, sald: **1 know
there are common complalnts
within the sclentific communlly
that Information that appears to
be detrimental to DOE's case has
difficully surfacing.”

That could be due In part, he
rald, to DOE’s rigorous review

rocedures. But some critics of

he project conlend the lengthy
reviews are merely a cover for
dcc,lwr political motivations,

“They aubmit their sclence lo
#n exlremely long revlew process
which can be a matter of years,”

S Belisald. :

This was the case with Syz-
manskl’s report, which was sub-
mitted to Bryan long afler the
departmenl had recejved L.
Responding (o critlelsms DOE

had burled the report, depart- |,

ment officlals sald at the time it
had yet to complete & review of
thedata. * = '

- Loux agreed with DOE ofliclals
thal Wells® original report was
never suppressed — Nevada rep-
resentatives recelved an abstract

"~ hut that “the real problem with

DOE is sclence Is getling in the
way of good ponl!ct.”

|

lon of two 1,000-foot test shafts

N

An eruption at Lathrop Wells, 8

" clnder cone volcano, could rup-

&n{e the earth under Yucca Moun-
b ,

" “The main concern Is that such

a crack might form under Yucca

Mountain, and the material come

up from below,” said Carl John-
son, technlcal programs adminls-
frator for the Nevada Nuclear -
Projects Agency.

~ *“The result would be you'd

basically he melting the canister
and releasing the spent fuel.”
If the [ava lisell did not reach

LS

P P ?
This area covers about a million

square miles In Nevada, southeast-
ern Calllornia (o the Colorado
River, southern Arlzona, southern

and central New Mexico and parls

of Oregon and Idaho.

The youngest volcanoes are In
Nevada, including some at the
Carson §Ink. and in Arlzona, espe-
c!allz the Sunset Craler at Flag-
stalf, which U.S. Geologlical Sur-
vey sclentists said Is In its Infancy
* = g mere 1,000 years old,

Others are In the Snake River

~ Plain of central Idaho and easiern
Oregon, the closest oneg 300 miles

the repository, the duwmp could

still be threatened by hol water,
which Johnson cachd a more
likely scenario. ’ '
“The problem there I3 it con-
tains a lot of dissolved materials
~ mainly salts and acids — that

would altack and dissolve the can-
[sters themselves.” ' '

)
Hearings to etart next year *

Hearings are scheiluled to begin
next year on the scientific proce-
dures DOE plans to use In study-

{Ing the site. In addition, construc-

could begin next summer — fur-

{

northwest of Reno. Other youn
cones are In the Amboy Crater o
California in the Mojave Desert
only 20 miles off Interstate 40 and
about 100 miles southeast of Bar-
stow, S ‘ »
" “There's a lot of these voleanic
fields active off and on, but typl-
cally the occurrence between
eruptions is hundreds and thou-
sands of years,' sald research
oo!oglsl ohn Dohrenwend of the
.S. Geological Survey.

Dohrenwend, other Geologleal

Survey sclentists and even Wells
. himself stressed the preliminary
* nature of the new dala on Lathrop
Wells, .

“0f course, a lot more work has
to be done around Lnlhror Wells
so we can pin (his down betler than

" it has been,” Dohrenwend sald, “1
don't think anything is definite
yet."”

ther sccelerating the momentum

toward usinf Yucca Mountain,
The facllity would have to be
licensed by the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission, which is' consid-
ering changing the regulations

. m

governing Lhe way it will treat =

environmental reviews of the
repository.,

nder current lnw, agencles
such /s DOE must subnlt impact
sintemenis for an{ federal actlon
that would affect the environment.

- .

i

Licensing the DOE (o recelve and |
< possess high-level radioactive
wasleat A gcologlc repository falls |/

under tha
spokesman Greg Coo :
Lalhrop Wells Is one of six small
cones ranging up to a few hundred
yards high in the immediale
reglon of Yucca Mountain, and one

throughout an area called the
Basin and Range.I'bysiographic
Province, of which the .Grfat Basin

Is & part,

calegor{, sald NRC

s

L of many more scatlered .

- ———



e T W R A

~ v AR RS fme. s o

s vy w

¢ G TeT T OdE -l e T

EEPFEEY

1 OA-;R;no Gﬁene-dournal

1

-
—— e — i

Sunday, May 22, 1988

B T

TR

oL &

LY

L LTTTS

T

rA"
i

i

B LY

Ny (i

Nevada
Nuclear
Weapons
Test Site

- Proposed -
Yucca Maountain
nuclear waste

Goianeld  Volcanic fields

. ‘o

’

L ey

around Yucca
Mountain

cinder cone

19 Lathrop Wells

Controversial nuclear waste dump site:

LIPS R
e -

- -

e R W 3 i "{.I;’-‘-'?‘:-

AL o Lo, K 7
. o

Eruption °
cracks earth




NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE STUDY COMMITTEE

MEMBER ALERT

MAY 27,1988
V efuses to Sign Benefits eement with DOE

Earlier this week, Gov. Richard Bryan announced that he had refused tosigna
benefits agreement with the U.S. Department of Energy that would have made
Nevada eligible to receive direct benefits payments totalling $600 million for
hosting a site for the nation’s first high level nuclear waste repository. The
governor said he was refusing to sign the agreement, or even to negotiate its
terms, because it would not permit the state to fight the repository in the courts,
and would eliminate the governor’s right to veto a selection of a site by the
President.

It was the feeling of the Nevada Nuclear Waste Study Commitee that this action
on the part of the governor was made for political reasons rather than in the best
long term interests of the state. Accordingly, our spokesman Bob Dickinson
issued a news release yesterday, a copy of which is enclosed.

The points made by Bob in his news release are valid criticisms of the governor’s
action. It is simply not appropriate for Nevada to be saying "absolutely not”

to any economic benefits that might be forthcoming with the repository program,
both during characterization and operation, if scientific studies prove

the safety of handling nuclear waste materials in the manner now being
contemplated. '

As for the governor’s argument that the courts or a veto could prevent a
repository from being built in Nevada, that is unlikely. The courts have not
shown a disposition to override clear Congressional action, and a veto by
whoever is governor when a decision is finally made needs only a majority vote
in Congress to be overridden. It is fairly clear from last year’s attempts by
Nevada officials to change this program what would most likely happen again by
any state versus Congress dispute.

We hope you will take the time to express your views on this issue by writing a
letter to your local newspaper.

Thank you.

P.0. BOX 358 LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89125




NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE STUDY COMMITTEE
May 26, 1988 CONTACT: David Cooper

70/ 382-1515
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE |

CITIZENS COMMITTEE FAULTS
GOVERNOR’S REFUSAL TO SIGN BENEFITS AGREEMENT

The head of a citizens committee supportive of the Yucca Mountain high
level repository study has criticized Gov. Richard Bryan’s decision to refuse to

sign & benefits agreement that could mean more than $600 million to Nevada. .

Bob Dickinson, co-chairman of the Nevada Nuclear Waste Study
Committee, said the governor’s decision was inappropriate at this time because it
will be another seven years before scientific studies on the repository will
determine if the site is snitable. “What we have here is a decision that seems to
be more in tune with the governor’s political campaign than in the long-term
interests of the state. It doesn’t appear that the governor even attempted to
improve the benefits agreement, or to bring it more in line with his view of state
policy. Rather, his flat refusal may now cost the state nearly $100 million
even if Yucca Mountain were to be found unsuitable at the conclusion of the

site characterization process,” Dickinson said.

Dickinson was referring to Gov. Richard Bryan’s decision earlier this week
to refuse to sign a benefits agreement with the Department of Energy that would
have provided $10 million each year of characterization, and $20 million each
year during operation of the repository. Under the current timetable for the
program, that would mean a total of $600 million for a state accepting a
repository after licensing by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

(MORE)

P.0. BOX 358 LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89125




Governor’s Decision Faulted--page 2

| “We can appreciate the governor’s concern over the state’s role in the

entire repository process, and we share his concern, especially on the issues of
safety and protection of public health and the environment. But his refusal to -
negotiate those issues and at the same time deny hundreds of millions of dollars
for the state, does not seem to be very good state policy.

*As to the governor’s point about giving up the state’s right to veto a final
selection of a repository site by the President, that seems to be a rather hollow
argument for two reasons. First, déspite aggressive lobbying by the governor,
our congressional delegation, the Nuclear Projécts Commission and others last
year, Congress voted to change the site characterization program from three sites

to just one--Nevada.

“Secondly, Gov. Bryan will certainly not be the person to make that
decision on behalf of the state, and the governor at that time may have a totally
different point of 'view on the subject. Also, after scientific studies have been
completed, with the state’s cooperation and oversight, arguments either for or
against the Yucca Mountain site will then be based on scientific eﬁidence, and

not political rhetoric,' Dickinson said.



