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Honorable Richard H. Bryan | (Return ta WM, 623-55)

Governor of Nevada
Carson City, Nevada 89710

Dear Governor Bryan:

Secretary Herrington asked me to respond to the specific
questions and concerns raised in your February 18, 1987, and
March 6, 1987, letters regarding Consultation and Cooperation
negotlatlons and the State of Nevada's application for financial
assistance for 1987 pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of
1982 (the Act).

Having reviewed the record regarding the State's grant request
for 1987, together with the Department's prior experience with
grants to the State of Nevada, it seems that the extensive
interactions between the Department of Energy and the Nevada
Nuclear Waste Project Office have been occasioned by a funda-
mental difference of opinion over the extent to which the
Department needs to review activities proposed by the State for a
grant. I think you will agree that the other concerns mentioned
in your recent letters stem from this primary issue. We are
preparing a formal financial assistance rule to address this and
related issues and have agreed to meet again with the affected
States and Indian Tribes next month to discuss the issues
before such a rule is drafted. I am optimistic that a number of
concerns can be resolved. Based on these discussions, the
Department will draft a financial assistance rule. This rule
will be noticed in the Federal Register so that all interested
parties are afforded a formal opportunity to participate by
commenting on the draft rule. I do, however, want to comment on
my statement before the Senate Energy and Environment cOmmlttee,
elaborate on our recent proposal to streamline our grants review
process, and answer the specific questions in your March 6, 1987,
letter.

It continues to be my view, as expressed before the Senate Energy
and Environment Committee, that the Department has not impeded
the State's ability to carryout its functions as provided by the
Act. The record clearly shows that:

1) the State has been awarded nearly all the funds requested
since the Act was enacted in 1983 through the 1986 grant year:;

2) in three of the past four grant years, significant amounts of
money awarded remained unexpended by the State at the end of
each budget period;
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3) the State reprogrammed $630,000 last yeér from its technical
program to the socioceconomic area; and

4) the initial award for 1987 was for more than half the amount
requested, which included over half the amount requested for
technical studies.

The Department has completed its review of the additional
information submitted by the State on the 1987 grant application
and forwarded that review to the Nuclear Waste Project Office
under separate cover.

Concerning the grants review process, Secretary Herrington asked
that I elaborate on two points made in his recent letter to you.
First, a number of factors have contributed to the amount of time
it has taken to complete our review of the State's 1987 grant
application. The Nevada Operations Office staff was prepared to
address in detail many aspects of the State's grant request at
our meeting with the State on December 16, 1986. Our record of
the meeting shows that significant areas of agreement could have
been reached for activities totaling more than $5 million.
Discussion of other areas related to independent studies were
postponed because it became clear during the meeting that the
Department needed to articulate in writing for the State a more
definitive and readily understandable basis for evaluating the
request against certain criteria established by the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals. Although we regret the delay in finalizing the
written review of the grant request, the additional time was
necessary, and I believe that our review sent to the State on
February 12, 1987, effectively communicated the rationale for our
support of some areas and our request for additional information
in other areas. Based on that review, the State submitted
additional information on March 5, 1987, to the Nevada Operations
Office. : :

In an effort to streamline our grants review process, we proposed
to the affected States and Indian Tribes at a recent meeting of
the Institutional/Socioeconomic Coordination Group a new proce-
dure that we expect will result in our ability to review grants
and make awards within 90 days of our receipt of applications.

It is my intention to meet the 90-day turnaround time, and this
will require a cooperative effort between the Department and
grant applicants both during the review process and in projecting
financial resource requirements in connection with the federal
budget process.

Your March 6, 1987, letter posed four specific questions
regarding the Department's personnel involved in the review of
Nevada's 1987 grant request and our own criteria used to evaluate
work proposed by our contractors and personnel proposed to
conduct that work. The enclosure addresses each of these
questions.
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I hope this letter has clarified the Department's position
concerning its review of the State of Nevada's 1987 grant ‘
application. We look forward to meeting with the affected States

‘and Indian Tribes next month in a cooperative effort to address
~outstanding issues on the financial assistance guidelines.

Sincerely,

KZM\G -éww/;e,

Ben C. Rusche, Director
Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

Enclosure



Question’'l:

answert

What criteria are applied to evaluate the scientific
justification for work proposed by the Department of
Energy's (DOE) contractors before such work is
approved and funded? ,

The first requirement for approving work is that the
effort is relevant to determining the suiﬁability of
the repository. With regard to scientific justifi-
cation, criteria applied to contractors are based.on
the scientific method and are essentially the same

as the clarifying factors identified in our letter
of February 12, 1987. They are:

a. Clear identification of the physical phenomena
to be studied, that is, the condition or item
that is subject to the physical laws of nature..

b. Clear identification of characteristiqs to be

measured and the established or developing
method of observation or measurement that is
capable of detecting and recording the effects

with sufficient accuracy.

c. Clear identification of the methods of analyzing
the data obtained from observation and
measurement, and deriving the information about

the physical phenomena that is to be studied.

d. AIdentification of the nature of the expected
outcome of the study in order to relate it to
the fundamental or relevant question that muSt

~ be answered.

L)
L
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These criteria are comparablefto the criteria that
DOE and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission agreed, in
the May 7-8, 1986, meeting on the Site Characteriza-
tion Plan (SCP)Acontract and level of detail, were
reasonable for assessing the adequacy of the SCP and
Study Plans. The State of Nevada attended that-
meeting and also agreed that the requirements were

appropriate.

Question 2: How are DOE's technical contractors and their
principal investigators required to demonstrate
their technical competence?

Answer: The competence of the Department's contractors is
determined through review of their proposals prior to
contract award. Competency is evaluated baséd'on
experience and accomplishment of past efforts in the

areas of interest by the institution, as well as the .

personnel proposed.

The philosophy utilized by DOE is tovselect
institutions with proven experience, capability, and
staff and delegate to their qualified technical
manﬁgers the responsibility of evaluating and
selecping the principal investigators who will be

| reséonsible for executing the day-to-day investiga-

tioné.

The contractors that support the Nevada Nuclear
Waste Storage Investigations (NNWSI) Project in

the.areﬁ of scientific and technical investigations



were specifically selected for their scientific
capability. Four of the five principal

contractors have had long-standing contracts or
agreements with DOE for scientific work at the |
Nevada Test Site. These inéludg three national
laboratories, specifically developed to support
DOE's scientific‘and technical mission. They_are
thé Sandia National Laboratories, mahagéd by Western
‘Electric, Las Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), and
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, both managed
by the University of California. These national
laboratories have gained nationwide recognition of
their expertise in diverse areas of science, _
technology, and engineering. Specifically their
experience includes nuclear testing and |
experimentation at the Nevada Tést Site, as well as
the natural geologic and hydrologic environments

affecting their experiments.

The fourtﬁ long-standing major participant is the
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), an agency of the U.S.
Department of the Interior. The USGS has conducted
earth-science research and characterization for the
Nation for more than a century and has provided
earth-science expertise to DOE and the national
1ab6ratories at the Nevada Test Site for more than
.30.yéar§.,.Aé an agency of the Federal Govexnmeht,

the QSGSiis required to staff its positions



Question 3:

"Question 4:

answer:

according to the merit-selection principles under the

scrutiny of the Office of Personnel Management.

The fifth principal organization that provides
scientific support to the NNWSI Project is Science

Applications International Corporation.

Identify the person or persons who acted as
reviewers of Nevada's 1987 grant request,
specifically the technical studies proposed.

Indicate for each reviewer the specific work he or
she is performing for the NNWSI.

This answer is in response to questions 3 and 4.

It is the Department's position that it would be
inappropriate to identify the individuals who .
participated in the initial reﬁiew of the grant
application. Following that review and analyses

by NNWSI and its support contractors, specifically
SAIC, USGS, and LANL, the Nevada 1987 grant request,
including the technical studies propqsed, was
reviewed by Dr. Donald'Vieth, Project Manager,
NNWSI.



THE STATE OF NEVADA

EXECUTIVE CHAMBER

Carson City, Nevada 89710

RICHARD H. BRYAN ’ TELEPHONE
- Governor (702) 885-5670

February 18, 1987

- Secretary John S§. Herrington
U.S. Department of Energy
Forrestal Building
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Herrington:

Thank you for your letter regarding Consultation and
Cooperation agreements.

Although you acknowledge my previous correspondence
you did not specifically state whether the Department of Energy
is willing to negotiate issues such as Nevada's concerns with the
Siting Guidelines, the Environmental Assessments and other issues
previously described.

As long as the department continues to ignore legiti-
mate state concerns and continues to implement illegally the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, Nevada must remain skepticel on any
negotiations regarding a Consultation and Cooperation agreement,

An additionsl matter which has arisen recently has to
do with the State of Nevada's 1987 grant application and state-
ments made by Mr. Rusche before the Senate Energy Committee and a
statement attributed to you at the recent oversight hearing on
the DOE budget request for FY ‘88 before Congressman Udall.

In the first instance, Mr. Rusche's statement that the
DOE has never impeded Nevada's sbility to carry out or study any

aspect of this program through control or limitation of funding
is, &s you well know, untrue. -

000672

0-M12-=00438



Secretary John S. Herrington
Februasry 18, 1987
Page Two

Statements attributed to you, in the second instance,
are also of concern. On February 10, 1987, you apparently
reported to Congressman Udzll's committee that the State of
Nevada has its 1987 grant award of $6.7 million in place and the
Department is awaiting the receipt of additional requested
information from the State in order to process the balance ($3.5
million) of the award. As of last Friday, February 13, 1987, the
State of Nevada has neither received an award for 1987 of any
kind, nor one piece of correspondence from DOE regarding our
application, which was submitted in early October of last year.

It is precisely these types of misstatements and
misrepresentations that compound the situvation regarding the
negotiations of Consultation and Cooperation agreements.,

I look forward to your prompt response.

Sincerely
/
{
A{’ «\ BRYBN
Governor

RHB/dk1



Department of Energy.
Washington, DC 20585

MAR 8 0 1387

- Bonorable Ned McWherter
Governor of Tennessee
Nashville, Tennessee 37219-5081

Dear Governor McWherter:

Transmitted herewith is the Department of Energy's mandated
proposal for the construction of a monitoreed retrievable storage
(MRS) facility, that was delivered today to the Speaker of the
U.S. House of Representatives and to the President of the U.S.
Senate. This proposal was prepared pursuant to Section 141(b) of
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. It includes the Department's
detailed evaluation of the need for and feasibility of MRS in a
fully integrated system for the disposal of high level radioactive
- waste and spent nuclear fuel. ,

In the proposal documents, the Department recommends that the . .
~Congress: approve the construction and operation of an MRS
facility at the site formerly proposed for the Clinch River
Breeder Reactor in the Roane County portion of Oak Ridge,
Tennessee; limit the storage capacity of the MRS facility to
15,000 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel; preclude waste '
acceptance by the MRS facility until a construction authorization
for the first geologic radioactive waste repository is received
from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC); direct the
Department to implement its recommended program for State and
local participation; and direct the Department to proceed in

the manner prescribed in the included MRS program plan.

Review copies of the proposal were provided to the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC),
and the State of Tennessee in December, 1985. As required by the
Act, the comments of EPA and NRC are being provided with the
“proposal. Formal comments from the State of Tennessee,

indicating former Governor Alexander's general opposition to

the MRS, were received by the Department and are also enclosed.

In addition, your letter of March 25, 1987, to Secretary Herrington
indicating your opposition, is being provided with the proposal

to Congress. ‘
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Included in the State of Tennessee comménts'are comments from the
Clinch River MRS Tacsk Force. The Task Force consisted of local
officials and citizens from the City of O2k Ridge and from Roane

County, Tennessee. This Task Force endorsed the proposal for
location of the MRS at the preferred site provided the proposal
met certain conditions which the Department has met. Subsequent
to the preparation of the proposal and receipt of the State of
Tennessee comments, the Department received a report from
officials within Morgan County, Tennessee, who had studied the
prospect of locating the MRS in Morgan County and concluded that
Morgan County should be the preferred site for the MRS. :The
Morgan County report and its recommendations and proposal to the
Department are also enclosed for consideration by the Congress.
Conmprehensive environmental and other site-specific studies would
be required to evaluate the Morgan County sites.

The Department had intended to submit the proposal in February
1886, but was enjoined from doing so by the issuance of an .
injunction by the U.S. District Court for the middle district of
Tennessee due to 2 suit filed by the State of Tennessee. The
Department subsequently appealed and received a favorable
decision from the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit.
That decision, in turn, was appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court
by the State of Tennessee. The Supreme Court has now denied
certiorari and, as a result, the Department, having overcome 2ll
legal impediments, is formally submitting the proposal to
Congress. ,

Since the MRS proposal was prepared over a year ago, the
Department has revised its estimate of when the first geologic
repository can be operational from 19%8 to 2003, as presented in
the January 1987 Draft Amendment to the June 1985 Mission Plan.
The MRS represents the only waste facility that could allow the .
Department to begin receiving waste by 1998. Regarding the Draft
Amendment, Volume 1 (The Proposal) and Volume 3 (The Program
Plan) of the MRS proposal submission have been updated to reflect
the impact of proposed programmatic and technical data base
changes that have been developed by the Department, since the
proposal was originally prepared. In addition, a summary

- analysis of the effects of the above changes on Volume 2 (The

Environmental Assessment) is included with that volume. The

revised volumes and the summary analysis have been reviewed with -
EPA and NRC, as required by the Act.
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Some funds to implement the activities proposed herein are
available for fiscal year 1987, but current Congressional
guidance in this area does not permit those funds to be used for
any site-gpecific MRS activities. The President's budget request

. for fiscal year 1988 includes funding to support implementation
‘of this MRS proposal.

We would be pleased to furnish any additional information
regarding the proposal that may be desired.

Sincerely,

A /.é"//“c

en C. Rusche, Director

Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

Enclosures



Department of Energy '
Washington, DC 20585

MAR 3 0 1987

Honorable Marilyn Lloyd

Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy
Research and Development

Committee on Science and Technology

House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Madanm Chairman:

Transmitted herewith is the Department of Energy's mandated
proposal for the construction of a monitored retrievable storage
(MRS) facility. This proposal was prepared pursuant to Section
141 (b) of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. It includes the
Department's detailed evaluation of the need for and feasibility
of MRS in a fully integrated system for the disposal of high
level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel.

- In the proposal documents, the Department recommends that the
Congress: approve the construction and operation of an MRS
. facility at the site formerly proposed for the Clinch River
Breeder Reactor in the Roane County portion of Oak Ridge,
Tennessee; limit the storage capacity of the MRS facility to
15,000 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel; preclude waste
acceptance by the MRS facility until a construction authorization
for the first geologic radioactive waste repository is received
from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC):; direct the
Department to implement its recommended program for State and
local participation; and direct the Department to proceed im the
manner prescribed in the included MRS program plan.

Review copies of the proposal were provided to the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC),
and the State of Tennessee in December, 1985. As required by the
Act, the comments of EPA and NRC are being provided with the
proposal.  Formal comments from the State of Tennessee,
indicating former Governor Alexander‘'s general opposition to the
MRS, were received by the Department and are also enclosed. In
addition, Governor McWherter's position on the Department's
proposal, that reaffirms former Governor Alexander's opposition,
is enclosed. ‘



Included in the State of Tennessee comments are comments from the
Clinch River MRS Task Force. The Task Force consisted of local
officials and citizens from the City of Oak Ridge and from Roane
County, Tennessee. This Task Force endorsed the proposal for
location of the MRS at the preferred site provided the proposal
met certain conditions which the Department has met. Subseguent
to the preparation of the proposal and receipt of the State of
Tennessee comments, the Department received a report fronm

- officials within Morgan County, Tennessee who had studied the
prospect of locating the MRS in Morgan County and concluded that
Morgan County should be the preferred site for the MRS. The
Morgan County report and its recommendations and proposal to the
Department are also enclosed for consideration by the Congress.
Comprehensive environmental and other site-specific studies would
be required to evaluate the Morgan County sites.

. The Department had intended to submit the proposal in February
- 1986, but was enjoined from doing so by the issuance of an

- injunction by the U.S. District Court for the middle district of
Tennessee due to & suit filed by the State of Tennessee. The
Department subsequently appealed and received a favorable
decision from the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit.
That decision, in turn, was appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court
by the State of Tennessee. The Supreme Court has now denied
certiorarl and, as a result, the Department, having overcome"
all legal impediments, is formally submitting the propcsal to
Congress.

Since the MRS proposal was prepared over & year ago, the
Department has revised its estimate of when the first geolegic
repository can be operational from 1998 to 2003, as presented in
the January 1987 Draft Amendment to the June 1985 Mission Plan.
The MRS represents the only waste facility that could allow the
Department to begin receiving waste by 1998. Regarding the Draft
Amendment, Volume 1 (The Proposal) and Volume 3 (The Program
Plan) of the MRS proposal submission have been updated to reflect
the impact of proposed programmatic and technical data base
changes that have been developed by the Department, since the
_proposal was originally prepared. In addition, a summary :
analysis of the effects of the above changes on Volume 2 (The
Environmental Assessment) is included with that volume. The
revised volumes and the summary analysis have been reviewed with
EPA and NRC, as required by the Act.
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Some funds to implement the activities proposed herein are
available for fiscal year 1987, but current Congressional
guidance in this area does not permit those funds to be used for
any site-specific MRS activities. The President's budget request
for fiscal year 1988 includes funding to support implementation
of this MRS proposal.

. We would be pleased to furnish any additional information
regarding the proposal that may be desired.

Sincerely,

ﬁweé‘m

Ben C. Rusche, Director
Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

Enclosures

cc: Honorable Sid Morrison
Ranking Minority Member
Subcomnrittee on Energy
Research and Production
Committee on Science and Technology
House of Representatives
" Washington, D.C. 20515
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Volume Il

Environmental Assessment for a
Monitored Retrievable Storage Facility

February 1986

U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management

This document contains only _ , :

. part of the MRS submission to '
" Congress. There are three
volumes, which should be read
together. Volumes 1 and 3 have
been updated to reflect program

changes .through March 1987.
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2 "" .
State of Tennessee

NED McWHERTER
COVERNOR

Merch 25, 1987

The Ronorable John F. Herrington
Secretary of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W,
Waghington, DC 20585

Dear'Sectutary Herrington!

Your department i{s seeking congressionsl authorization for & monitored
retrievable storage (MRS) facility in Temnessee. Currently, & federal court

- 4pjunction brought about by cur litigaticn has blocked the formal eubmissien
‘of such & proposal to the Congress., However, your racently {egued Draft
Mission Plan Amandment makes it clear that the MRS has become & primary _
objective of your department's nuclesar waste strategy. In fact, the proposed
schedule revision for the first repository program places the MRE in the

forefront to receive waste by 1998 to meet yeur dapartment's agreements with
utilities. Lt .

We plen to submit full comments on the Miseion Plan Amendment later, but I
will take this early opportunity to let you know that I oppose the usa of an
MRS ae 2 solution to the nation's nuclear waste problems. The primary
emphasis should be on & permanent solution, isolating the waste from our
environment in a deep geologic repository. '

Your department should seek to minimize the movemants of nuclear VaRte acroses .
the country. The MRS proposal does not do this. There is agreement from many.
sources that an MRS {s not necessary to meet the cbjective of permanent waste
 digposal, Tennessee citizens should not be asked to pay the high costs and to
suffer the negative impacts of an unnecegsary project,

The MRS proposal documents have not yet zedched Congress and the time has not
srrivad for me to issue a formal motice of disapproval, but you should knoew
that it {s my intention to vigorously oppose the MRE project.

/dd



MorgaN CouUNTY, TENNESSEE
' A Sound and Scenic County

.. . OFFICE OF

HORGA“ COUNTY MRS STUDY GROUP

- ————— -

WARTBURG, TENNESSEE 37887

"~ June 19, 1986

Mr. Bernard C. Rusche .
Director Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

" Department of Energy Room 5-A08S

Forrestal Building
1000 Independence Avenue, §S. V.
Washington, D. C. 20585

Dear Mr. Rusche: v

As co=-chairmen of the Morgan County MRS study group, I am
pleased to {inform you that the Morgan County Executive
Commission unanimously endorsed our report recommending the
Monitored Retrievable Stérage (MRS) facility being built end

“operated in Morgan C;*nty.

This past February, our County Executive, Tony A. Duncan;.
appocinted &2 group of Morgan County residents to study the

‘capability and desirability of locating the proposed MRS

facility in MHorgan County. After a comprehensive review of
the previous reports and-studies dealing with the potentiel
safety, econoric, and sociasl impacts of an MRS facility
being located in other areass of Tennessee, we reached the
conclusion that 4f certain recommendations and provisions

are met, the people of Morgan County would welcome this
facility and would provide & congenial, continuval stable,
and cooperative partner in this vital operation. (The report
containing this conclusicn end the related recommendations
and provisions is attached.) Upon approval by the Morgan

"County Commission and the two incorporated towns within the

County, the report was transmitted to Governor Lamar

Alexander for his agreement and support Iin our attempts to

locate this facility 1n our County.

e ———————— - - 9% . W S @ - *8 sEp St -t 4N S e L4 Pt w cev e . BeeEmen WBpescn



"Aaeanrd C.— Buczshe et e
- June 19, 1986

Page 2

Mr. Rusche, in furtherance of our efforts, we are
‘requesting your suppert in ‘locating the MRS in Morgan
County. We realize your department has spent significant
time and manpower in an attempt to site the MRS. 1In so
doing, your department chose Oak Ridge, Tennessee with
first choice being the Clinch River Breeder Reactor site.
We respect yocur efferts and recognize the advantages the
site {n Oak Ridge presents the Department of Energy.
However, for some of the very same reasons, we believe
that Morgan County should be the preferrable host for the
MRS. We encourage you to review our report to better
understand the unique benerxts Morgan County offers for
this facility.

Finally, Mr. Rusche, we would like. to request a meeting
in the near future with you and the members of our MRS .
study group &n order for you to have a clean and therough
understanding of our position regarding the MRS. 4 trip

te Washington can be easily arranged and we look forward

to our meeting. Should you or your staff have any questions
“concerning our repert or other issues invelving the MRS

in Morgan County, please feel free to call either of us

at (615) (Duncan) 346-6288; (Freytag) 346-=3101.

Yours very t

Tony Duncan

CO~ airmanlzijzﬁgfdy Group
EFloyd?E.

Freytaa
CO0- Chairnanlura Study Group

TAD: eed

FEF:
pe: Offfce File

—
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MRS TASK FORCE

.
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MRS STUDY GROUP COMMITTEES

CO-CHATRVEN:

Tony A. Duncan

Morgan County Executive

Jeanette Powers
Mayor of Oakdale

Rodney McPeters
Mayor of Wartburg

Roger B. Long
Morgan Co. Superintendent of Highways

Joe Judkins

‘Morgan County Attorney

Dr. Clayton Weaver
Oak Ridge Accociated University

John Galloway
Administrator/Horgan Co. Health Council

Fred Roettger
Engineer, Martin Marietta

SAFETY COMMITTEE :-

Dr. Clayton Weaver, Same as above
Guy Underwood .

Lester Heidel, Technicfan Martin Marietta

Tom Hhite, Emp. TVA KNuclear Plant

PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE

Floyd E. Freytag
President/Plateau Utility District

Stone Hennessee
Morgan Co. General Sessions Judge

Conrad Strand ‘
Chajrman, Abner Ross Community Center

-Dudley Freels

Morgan County Assessor of Property

Roy McNeal :
Wartburg City Councilman

Allan Nance :
Morgan Co. Superintendent of Schools .

Royce Cross
President, Morgan Co. Education Assoc.

Guy Underwood
Local Businessman

SITE COMMITTEE:

Roger B. Long, Same as above
Conrad Strand, *

Mike Hall, Student Roane State c.C.
Ron’ Lee, VA Safety Department

Jeanette Powers, Mayor of Oakdale
Wanda Smith, Local Businesswoman
Rodney McPeters, Mayor of Wartburg



MORGAN COUNTY MRS STUDY GROUP '
FEASIBILITY AND DESIRABILITY
~OF ,
MONITORED RETRIEVABLE STORAGE SYSTEM
LOCATING IN
MORGAN COUNTY. TENNESSEE

- On February 19, 1986, Morgan County Executive, Tony Duncan, appointed
8 group of Morgan County residents to study the capability and desxrabxlity
of locating the proposed Monitored Retrievable Storage Facility in Morgan
County.
- It was originally proposed that this facility be located in the Oak
Ridge-Roane County area: however, strong oppositions to its placement
there surfaced. It was perceived that this facility would do immeasurable
harm to the future development of the Oak Ridge-Knoxville area by, causing
prospective industry which the Oak Ridge-Knoxville area is imminently
qualified to service, to bypass, or to avoid the Oak Ridge-Knoxville area.
It was pointed out that the state is investing hundreds of millions of new
dollars in the technology corridor from the Knoxville airport to the Oak
Ridge National Laboratory, for 2 new technical institute, 2 science alliance, |
an interstate quality highway, and an improved University of Tennessee.
It was thought that the placement of the MRS storage facility adjacent to this
corridor would seriously erode and damage its image as a technological center.
These concerns are well founded and are supported by industry surveys
which indicate the majority of the more desirable industries would avoid or
hesitate coming to the Ok Ridge-Knoxville area if the MRS facility was
also located there. There is every indication, that in the final analysis,
the Oak Ridge-Knoxville &rea would lose many more jobs, payrolls, and trade
advantages than gained from the temporary advantages of the MRS facility.

The objections to placing the MRS facility in the Roane County part
of Oak Ridge do not exist or apply to Morgan County, beacuse the Morgan
County area is not desirable to the same kind of industry that would
possibly locate in the Ozk Ridge area. Therefore, it has been suggested that
serjous consideration be givén;to placing this facility in adjoining Mbrgan
County. For this resson. the Morgan County study group was implemented.
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This group has conducted an investigztion and study to ascertain §f it would te
desirable or provide any economical velue to have the FkS fagility locate

fn Forgan Ccunty. The study group also wanted to know the fmpact an installation
of this kind wculd have o the Mcrgan County area. Could this facility be
tonstructed and cperated with reasonable safety, and weuld .it be acceptable

to the people cf Morgan County, and cn what terms? All of these questions

have been addressed, and the groups findings and conclusions are explored

on the ensuing pages of this report. '

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act ¢f 1982 requires the Pepartment of Energy
(0.0.E.) to provide for the developrent of Deep Geological repositories
for the dispcsal of spent nuclear fuel and cther high level radicactive waste,
end to submit for Congress's consideration, & prcposél_on the need for one
or more Monitored Retrievable Storage facilities. Although inftially, the
M.R.S. was considered 3s & backup for a repository, D.0.E. determined that
the facility would perform a more effective role as & receiving, packaging,
and temporary storage for fuel assemblies enroute to & permanent repository.

In April of 1985, the D.0.E. ennounced that three (3) Tennessee sites were -
under consideration for the proposed Monftored Retrievable Storage facility.
Shortly afterwards, Governor Lamar Alexander fnitiated a review of the
proposal. This review was to be coordinated by his Safe Growth team, as the
primary and secondary sites suggested, and seemingly favored by the
Department of Energy when located in Tennessee, with two of them located

 in the Osk Ridge part of Roane County. These three localities were invited

to participate in the state's review of the M.R.S. proposal. To activate
their participation in the review, the Clinch River M.R.S. Task force was
devised, and was subsequently given 2 $100,000.00 grant to defray their
expenses. | | )

" At this time, no one was aware of the potential sites a short distance -
away in the adjoining Morgan County. Therefore, the desirability of placing
this facility in Morgan County was not explored. Later varjous business and .
fndustrial surveys were made that revealed the potential damage the location of -
this facility fn the 0ak Rldge-Roane COunty ares could do to the future :
~development of the Qak Rldgeoxnoxvtlle area. Morgan County was: thén considered '
s & possible site. : ‘

-— LT e—— . o e cemmme ———
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The negative views and mis-givings expressed by valuable and lmportant
industrial people toward locating a MRS facility in the Oak-Ridge-Knoxville
area alarmed Governor Lamar Alexander and members of the business community.
of the Osk Ridge-Knoxville area. It was during this time that officials and
public-minded citizens of Morgan County were invited to study the possibility
6f-locatlng'this facility in Morgan County. '

One of the problems addressed by the Morgan County M.R.S. study group
was the desire of all participating agencies to get this project underway.
We were advised by a D.0.E. official that & change in location to & Morgan
County site would require them to mzke 2 new site study and evaluation that
could deley this project as much a8s six months.

According to the Department of Energy, construction of this project has
not been scheduled to begin until July 1991 and would go fnto pilot operation
on December 1995, and full operation, October 1996.

According to this schedule, a beginning of plant constructlon is

approximstely five years away. We assume this interim would be used to complete

plans and designs for this facility. We see no reason why the planning and’
designing of this facility could not be carried on simultaneously with the
site and study evaluation which would permit them to maintain their orjginal
schedule. -
One of the group’s most serfous concerns throughout this study has been,
*Can this facility be operated with reasonable safety?" This group has not,
themselves. conducted any test or in-depth study as to the safe construction
and operation of the MRS plant. We have, howevér, made 2 diligent search
for information pertaining to the safety, both during construction and follow-
up operations. We have tapped many qualified sources in the state, and have
relied heavily on stucies and tests conducted by other very reliable groups
that have the facilities, competent personnel, and finances to make the
extensive tests and studies necessary to evaluate the safety of this
cperations. : - - :

We have carefully reviewed Information, studies, and tests assembled
by the Clinch River MRS Task Force, the Tennessee Department of Health and
Environment..the‘Debartment;of»Energy of the United States, and the-Sandia
Natfonal Leboratories. The Tennessee Department of Health and Environment
and the United States Department of Energy have been especially cooperative
and generous of their time and facilties. |
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We were especially !nterested fn the recommendations prepared by the
Clinch River MRS task force.

We made an exhaustive review and study of this document and were
tremendously impressed by this group's study of every phase of this facility
having to do with safety. We were unable to find any'areas that had not
been covered, explored, analyzed and evaluated in 2 very efficient and
business 1ike manner. The entire study by the Clinch River MRS task force
was made with the essumption that this facility would be located in the
Oak Ridge part of Roane County; however, we find that their conclusions
pertaining to safety were equally applicabie to the proposed sites avaflable
in adjoining Morgan County. Their final conclusion was that this facility
could be operated with safety. '

Based upon all the information we have acquired to date, the Morgan
County Study Group concurs with the finding of the Tennessee Department
of Health and Environment, the United States Department of Energy, and

the Clinch River MRS Task Force that this facility can be constructed and

operated safely without serfous environmental damage or hazard to health.
Indications are that area residents beljeve that this facility can be

constructed and operated safely in Morgan County. However, at the same

time, they exhibit skepticism that this facility will actually be constructed
and operated in a safe manner. _
.The Clinch River M.R.S. Task Force has addressed this concern and has
mace numerous suggestions regarding safeguerds. Rules and regulations, if
edopted by the D.O.E. and practiced in the operation of this facility '
would not only allay the public concern, but would improve the Nuclear
industry-and Department of Energy's public image. '
The Morgan County MRS Study Group endorses and concurs in all the
safety rules, conditions, and recommendations made by the Clinch River
MRS Task Force and inccrporates a}] of them into our study and makes them
part of our report. But with the further stipulatfon that If the facility

‘comes to Morgan County.'all the safety features recommended by the Clinch

River Task Force that can be adepted to the Morgan County slte. become 8




Yo further allay the public's concern and to improve the public perception
of the Nuclear Industry and the Department of Energy as a whole, &nd to allay
eny apprehension local citizens may have, we would emphasize the importance

.of creating a “Citizen's MRS Environment, Safety, and Health Review Board"

consisting of 7 members. This board would represent the areas of interest
during the constructlon. operation, a8 decomnissioning of the proposed MRS
facility.

We would suggest that the membership of this board be composed of one
person from each of the two fncorporated towns selected by the city council;
three persons from unincorporated areas selected by county commission; and

two persons to be appointed by the State of Tennessee.

The membership of this Citizen's MRS Environment, Safety, Health Revleu
Board would operated under normal arrangenents with the responsible federal and
state agencies. We would not supplant Regulatory Agencies responsible for the

use of data collected by these agencies; however, the board would have the
suthority to conduct its own inspection and collect additional data as needed.
The board should also participate in the environment, health, and safety
performance standards and criterja by the MRS facility. Also, the board should
have access to all information on the condition of shipments arriving at the .
MRS, effluents released to the outside environment; radiation to the exposed
workers &nd to the surrounding populatlon. and acctdents and 1ncidents as
classlfled by the K.R.C.

Also, procedures should be developed whereby the board could suspend

by the Department of Energy and regulatory agencies.

aveilable fmmedistely to the proposed Citizen's MRS Environment, Health, and
Safety Review Board, as well as to the general public.
We would further recommend that transportation safety be enhanced by means

and again at the MRS facility. ‘Shipments out of the MRS to the permanent re-
positories should be subject to fdentical !nspectlon;. and these inspections

activities of the proposed MRS to the greatest extent. poss!ble. We would make '

operztions, if releases at the MRS are above action levels jointly pre-established

Further, all information on radiatjon releases and accidents should be made

of strict inspection performed at the originating point of each spent fuel shipment,

conducted by personnel-!ndgpendent of the Department of Energy, should guaranteé

o‘f.

- e—-P2ge § - — - —_—
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compliance with rigid standards relating to radiological vehicles and personnel
safety. Those conducting such lnspections should have authority to detain
non-complying outgoing shlpments and levy stiff penalties for non-compllance
sith applicable standards.

~ As the NRC licensee by the MRS facflity, the Department of Energy should
assume the lead role in developing emergency response procedures to be followed
by Jocal and state personnel in the event of &n accident involving spent
nuclear fuel. First responders from local and state agencies should be trained
and equipped by the federa] government with associated costs including full
operation funding born by the MRS nuclear waste fund.

We would further insist, to insure prompt planning, site selection, and
constructfon of & permanent storage for nuclear waste that no more than 10,000
metric tons of spent fuel should be received before the outshtpment of eonso-
lidated fuel rods begins to the permanent rcpository.

Any proposed extension of the MRS facility beyond the proposed 15,000 metric
tons currently envisioned should be subject to the same review and notfce of
disapproval procedures followed to initially authorjze the HMRS.

Any spent fuel stored at the MRS longer than 15 years shall be subject to
8 significant overdue removal penzlty levied by the state. :

The Morgan County MRS Study Group is &ware that this facility {n Morgan
County, or in any other location would encounter many possible problems;
accessability of raxlroads. interstate route, density of population, would
or could create problems.

The Morgan County MRS Study Group has defined and located 5§ sites (Exhibit#1)
in Morgan'County.uhlch the group feels the Uepartment of Energy should investigate.
The 5§ suggested sites are located on State owned property that is available as
a site for'this facility. The proposed Forgan County sites would probably incur ;
less problems than sites outside the county but would not be entirely problem free. .

The suggested borgan County sites are located in the same general area and
have the same general cheractertstlcs as the Clinch River Breeder Reactor site
which the Depariment of Energy indicates has many qualities that gre desired in
the location of this factlity. S . .
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A1l five of these sites were presented for evaluation and consideration
to the Department of Energy and their selection was based upon criteria
establlshed by the D.0.E. . Considerations were given to the following:

t. Geology of the area _

2. Site relief in relation to topography

3. Access to rail facilities

‘4. Access to interstate highway system

§. Proximity to populated areas

6. Environmental settings

7. Geotechnical site characteristics

The site we feel §s especially adapiable and suitable for the MRS plant
location §s the site which we 1ist as Number 1, (Exhibit #2). It is located
approximately 5.6 miles southwest of Wartburg, 3.88 miles to a Class IV
railroad, and 11 miles to the 1-40 interchange which has already been approved
by the Tennessee Department of Trnasportation, and has been scheduled to be
completed in 1989. ' - .

Access to the MRS to this site from 1-40 and from 1-40 to I-75 would -
require the construction of approximately 11 miles of roadway. - This road
would be, for the most part, through and over state owned land. It would
be located in & very sparsely populated &rea and few, if any, famllies
would be displaced by its construction and use.

‘Its wse would be almost exclusively for the transportation of the nuclear |
fuel rods coning to the MRS facility. »

Construction of epproximately &4 miles of railroad, which should be
equivalent to & Class IV rajlroad, would connect this facility with an existing
Class 1V ratlroad. This also would be through a sparsely populated area.

U.S. Highway 27, state route 20, is scheduled for improvement under
the Tennessee Highway Improvement.Act from Oneida south. The scheduled beginning
of this project should be expedited with priorities given to the elimination of
turves and the three-laning of hilly sections.

A new section of highwey should be constructed 1inking Highway_z7 at

.Wartburg to the MRS site and to the Rockwood fnterchenge. This can be

eccomplished with 'a few miles of new construction linking Hwy 27 to the MRS
site, and the access'road.to,the interstate I-40 would be through a very
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~ sparsely popuiated area of State owned property. Few,. if &ny, families would - ———

pe displaced on this construction. This would give access from Northern areas
to the MRS facility. | .

‘We would, also, recommend that Hwy. 62 from Wartburg to the intersection
of State Route 289 and the section 289 to the 1-40 interchange of Crossville
stiould be upgraded.

Costs for necessary improvements and new construction to state and local
routes listed above, or in any other route improved for the purpose of transporting
nuclear spent fuel rods to and from the MRS facflity, should be born by the
Federal government, or should be authorized as an expenditure by the MRS funds.

Morgan County is & rural county with a population of approximately 16,000
people. Morgan County has two incorporated towns, Wartburg and Oakdale. The
majority of the population is located in the general vicinity of Wartburg which
is the county seat. The county has a tax rate of $6.60 and a bonded indebtedness
of approximately $13,000,000.00 with an assessed value of approximately
$54,000,000.00. About 24% of our land area is owned by the State of Tennessee
and approximately SS.OD'of our tax rate s necessary to service the bonded
indebtedness.

Unemployment is about 14% and mean income is small. At one time, timber and
coal were our main fndustries. Both of these sources of income and employment
no longer exist to any degree. Our sources of employment at the present time are
& woven label plant, 2 garment plants, & transformer plant, and Pioneer industries.

All of these are low paying fndustries and do not make as signiftcant an impact

on our economy as the MRS would.

Funds for the construction and maintenance of rural roads are !nadequate.
therefore. they are badly in need of improvements and maintenance. Four
utilities are presently operating small water system, the largest being Plateau

‘Utility District and service Wartburg with 1200+ connections. All of the

utilities are in need of expansion and improvement.

"+ Ne have a school population of about 3200. To provide facilities, utilities,
structures, maintenance, and other educational material creates a special burden
on & county with our limited tax base. The result is that our educational system
1s under-financed and our young people are trying to obtain an education in a
substandard educational system.

We are confident that this MRS facillty can be constructed and operated safely

end would cause no undue harm or hazard to the health of the people of Morgan,;ounty.

na
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Me are also confident that any of the Morgan County sites we have
suggested to the Department of Energy to examine 2re equal to, or superior over

" all, to any sites they have considered elsewhere. Also, we believe that this

facility cen be operated more economically in Morgan County than any other
site, without sacrificing any of the safety rules, regulations, and conditions
set out in our study, or by the study of the Clinch River MRS Task Force.

Our investigation indicates that the people of Morgan County would welcome

“this facility into Morgan County if they perceived that it would be of economic

value, or helpful in solving many of our problems. -

In our efforts to determine if this MRS facility would be acceptable to the
citizen's of Morgan County, we found its acceptance rested on three questions:

1. Could, and would, this facility be constructed and operated with reasonable

safety? -

2. V¥Yould its location in Morgan COunty be of any economic value to Morgan

' County’ ‘ '

3. ¥hat impact would its location in Morgan County have on our tax funded

 facilities, such as; schools, law enforcement, rural roads utilities.
including water, sewage, power, etc. ?

We have already addressed the first quastion and our conclusion that this
facility could be operated and constructed safely are stated in the forefront of
this report. These conclusions are based upon the combined conclusions &nd
reports between 21l agencies and groups we encountered in making this study,

*That thi's facility could be constructed and operated safely".

The best information available to us indicated that something like 700
employees would be required during the construction phase of this project; '
and after construction, approximately 400 to 500 employees would be required
to operate this facility.

We realize that due to our proximity to Anderson and Roane counties & large °
share of this employnent would go'to these two counties. Nevertheless, we are
confident that substantial number of these jobs would come to citizens of Morgan '
County. To & county of 2 14% unenployment rate, these jobs would be extremely
valuadble, :

To fnsure our citizens receive 2 falr share of jobs generated by this fociiity. -

- we would recommend that & ‘trafning program be instituted in the Morgan County

Vocational Schooi for the purpose of training local citizens for job placement.

—— - — - ———— —-— - —
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This program would operate under the supervisjon of the Department of Energy
and would Involve the following programs:

$. Health and safety monitoring
. 2. Remote handling system operation, safety, and maintenance

3. Communjcations operatfon, safety, and maintenance

4. Storage cask manufacturer o

§. Transportation, cask service, and maintenance
The entire cost for this training progrem would be funded by the Department
of Energy from MRS funds. f

We are advised that the construction of the MRS facility. ftself, would
cost approximately one-billion dollars. Cost of on-site storage cask would
eventually add another three-hundred-million dollars, and many additional
millions from associated activities connected with the operation of this plant.

The release of the sbove dollars into this area would certainly have an
impact, not only our economy, but would boost the economy of Anderson and
Roane countfes. Oak Ridge, in Anderson County, and Harriman and Rockwood in
Roane 60unty are trade centers for people of Morgan County; and naturally,
many of these additional new dollars would find their way into Anderson and
Roane counties.

After a careful examination of the likely impact a Monjtored Retrievable
Facility would have on Morgan County, we were able to identify & number of
concerns or potential liabilites beyond our present capacity to handle without
financial assistance.

Certainly a facility of this kind would increase activities on every level.
and the natural {ncrease demand upon our fecilities, would strain them beyond
their present. capacity. .

" Every phase of public service furnished by local, county, and city
government would need to be expanded and upgraded. - To finance these projects
on our }imited tax base would create an fmpossible burden on local tex payers
end this facility, instead of being & blessing, could become a disaster. ‘

'To make the location of the M.R.S. facility in Morgan County accepteble

to Morgan County people. ‘the following condltlons would need to be acted on
favorably.

!
]
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In order to enable the D.0.E. to financially assist local governments,
we would recommend that the MRS authorfzation fnclude & section similar to
Nuclear Waste Policy Section (116¢) “to permit tax equivalency payment on
real and person property, end other financial incentives to units of local
government.*”
) We would recommend & schedule of annual impact-assistance-payments to be
made to state and local governments from authorization until operation; and from
cessation of operation until full decormissioning and decontamination; such

. payments to be equal to the tax equivalent grants generated by & one-billion-

dollar facility.

We would further recommend that during operation, the MRS facility would
provide annual grants to local governments in amounts equivalent to all state
and local taxes.

Due to Morgan County's limjted tax base, the 13 million dollars bonded

'_ {ndebtedness outstanding against Morgan County now requires $3.00 of the total

tax rate just to service this indebtedness. We would recommend that the
Congress authorize the MRS facility to either liquidate or assume the payﬁént-_
of this indebtednass. This would reduce Morgan County's tax rate to slightly
less than $4.00 dollars and would reduce, substantially, the impact assistance
to be paid to Morgan County under these recomnendations.

We would solicit a pledge to construct, staff, operate, and promote a
MRS Visitor's Center fn the vicinity of the MRS facility for the purpose of
explaining MRS and its role in the inteyrated nuclear fuel cycle, and to
esthetically design and landscape the entire MRS complex.

We recommend that MRS provide & decommissioning and decontamination
immediately upon completion of MRS's mission in such a manner as to restore the
MRS site to unrestricted use.

The location of this fac{lity in Morgan County, as in in any other county,
wculd create & strain and special burden financially on local facilities and |
utilities: such as law enforcement, Schools, sewer and water systems, rural roads
and feeder roads. We would recommend that the Department of Energy be suthorized
with Morgan County officials, including Oakdale and Wartburg city officials, and
any utilfity districts that provide any of the above services to make 2 joint
study to determine what financial assistance these facilities would rieed to
enable them to meet present and additfonal responstbil!tles. Also, that the
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#RS be authorized to provide grants for the purpose of upgrading these facilities.
If these recommendations are met, the people of Morgan County would ‘

,ielcome this facility to Morgan County and would provide a congenfal, continual,

stable, and cooperative partner in this vital operation. »
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Sitees - Max. Site Relief: 200 feet
Locsted 12.4 miles NE of Crad Orchard
Rsacte Arez, Difficult Access.
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Department of Energy .
Washington, DC 20585

MAR 30 1987

Honorable Dean Sutherland
Washington House of Representatives
Olympia, Washington 98504

Dear Mr. Sutherland:

Your letter of January 7, 1987, to President Reagan concerning
the Department of Energy's (DOE) site-selection process for the
Nation's first high-level radioactive waste repository has been
referred to me for response. o

The President's decision in May 1986 to proceed with site
characterization activities at the three sites recommended by
Secretary Herrington represented the culmination of extensive
evaluations of the three sites, as well as other potential sites.
This work included developing Environmental Assessments (EAs) in
accordance with the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 (the Act) to
support the nomination of sites. More than 20,000 public
comments were received on the draft EAs and were considered in
the decision process. :

In nominating the sites as suitable for characterization, DOE
evaluated all applicable conditions of the Siting Guidelines (10
CFR Part 960) in order to make its decision. This exhaustive
evaluation considered both preclosure and postclosure geologic
conditions and transportation impacts. DOE concluded that the -
sites are suitable for site characterization in accordance with
the Siting Guidelines.

The data presented in the EAs for the nominated sites was
compared in "A Multiattribute Utility Analysis of Sites Nominated
For Characterization For The First Radiocactive-Waste Repository --
A Decision-Aiding Methodology." The Department had both the
nethodology used as an aid in site recommendations and its
partial application reviewed by the National Academy of Sciences.
The methodology document was used as an aid in developing the
"Recommendation By The Secretary of Energy of Candidate Sites For
Site Characterization For The First Radioactive-Waste Reposi-
tory," which describes the basis for the recommendation
decisions.

Before DOE recommends any one site for repository development, it
will conduct detailed site characterization studies at each of
the three recommended sites during the next six to seven years.
The focus of these studies is to gather data and information for
each site at repository depth. The studies will serve as the
basis for ultimately determining the suitability of a site for
repository development. o .
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The issues you raise in your suggestions concerning the role
monitored retrievable storage should play in the nuclear waste
management system are those which Congress debated during
consideration and passage of the Act. By passage of the Act,
Congress selected deep geologic repositories as the method to
dispose of the Nation's nuclear waste. The Department continues
to have confidence that a deep geologic disposal facility is the
correct final disposition and that a disposal facility can be
operational shortly after the turn of the century. It is the
Department's position that monitored retrievable storage should
instead be integrated into the system to facilitate development
of a repository and provide operational benefits to a
comprehensive disposal system that includes a deep geologic
repository. :

DOE appreciates your interest in the Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management Program. I can assure you that the site that is
ultimately recommended for development as the first geologic

repository will provide for protection of public health, safety,
and the environment. .

Sincerely,

gen C. Rusche, Direégg?"’

Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management
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January 7, 1987

The Eon. Ronald Reagan
President of the U.S.
The White House :
Washington, DC 20500

Dear President Reagan:

The problems plaguing the U.S. Department of Energy's efforcs to _gcarry out
the Nuclear th:e Policy y Act are overwhelming, due largely to the selection
process they ‘have devised and followed and ‘the' .arbitrary decisicns they have
made. As & result, the citizens of Washington state and the nation have
““Tost confidence in the repository program, and I believe the USDOE will not
be able to effectively and credibly carry out its assigned missiom.
Therefore, it is in the best interests of everyone involved that the site.
selection process be suspended until the NWPA has been reviewed and amended -
by Congress.

In order to restore credibility to the NWPA and the USDOE, as well as to
reassure the public that health and safety are of the utmost comncern in the
selection of a high-level nuclear waste repository, Congress must:

* establish new, realistic progress and completion dates that would
2llow for sufficient and detailed public comments, ‘review and
involvement;

* gtrengthen the state's and Indian tribes' ability to conduct
thorough independent reviews of USDOE's activities and decisions;

* require that decisions be based on scientific information; end

* require open access to the USDOE methodology and implementation
documentation. '

In addition, the use of Monitored Retrievable Storage facilities for storing
high~level nuclear waste needs to be explored further. I would suggest that
- Congress amend the NWPA to:

* require the use of Monitored Retrievable Storage facilicies for
long~term storage of high-level nuclear waste until the debate over
the safety of a deep geological repository has been scientifically
proven and society has accepted the results;

* require that MRS be reviewed as acceptable storage for at least the
next 100 years to give enough time" for thorough discussion of deep
geologic burial, .

CCMMITTESS; CMAIR. NATURAL RE;CUHCES . TRANSPORTAT!CN . ENERGY & UTILITIES & HUMAN SERVICES
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* require that the siting of an MRS continue and that construction be
completed by 1998, using the due process already established in
law; and

* require establishment of regional MRS facilities, so waste is
stored in the geographic areas in which it is generated.

The real and nagging question of what to do with the growing volume of
high~level nuclear waste affects the economy of our communities and the
peace of mind of our citizens. I whole-heartediy believe that re-examining
the NWPA and implementing an MRS system 1s crucial to resolving this
serious problem.

We would all feel more secure about the storage or disposal of high-level

ey

nuclear waste if the process I ve ouclined is followed. I would be~ excited
to discuss :his issue "With you in greater detail "Lf you desire. ™

¢
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Thank you for your attention to, and care for, an issue that is important to
us all,

Sincerely, P |

!

DEAN SUTEERLAND
State Representative
17th Legislative District

DS:bjs



Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585 e )

MAR 2 3 1087

Mr. Melvin R. Sampson, Chairman
Yakima Tribal Council
Confederated Tribes and Bands
Yakima Indian Nation

P.0. Box 151

Toppenish, Washington 98948

Dear Mr. Sampson:

Thank you for your letter of February 24, 1987, to Secretary
Herrington in which you discuss the Basalt Waste Isolation
Project (BWIP) Letter Report on Ongoing and Planned Activities.
In your letter you express the desire to have additional informa-
tion to supplement that letter report.

In agreeing to provide these letter reports during the May 778,
1986, meeting, the Department of Energy (DOE) recognized that
supplemental meetings and interactions might be necessary to
provide States and Indian Tribes with sufficiently detailed
information on planned or ongoing activities. To this end, DOE
agreed, as stated in item 2b of the DOE-States/Indian Tribes
Agreements of the May 7-8, 1986, meeting summary, that "Meetings
will be arranged between the DOE Project Office(s) and States and
Indian Tribes to discuss the letter report and identify workshops
to cover tests in more detail."

As. you know, certain BWIP activities have been continued even
though a general stop work order was issued by the Department's
Richland Operations Office in May 1986. These activities were
identified in a December 17, 1986, letter to Governor Booth Gardner.
"Environmental evaluations for all of these activities were pre-~
pared and completed prior to issuance of the stop work order. No
environmental evaluations have been conducted for additional work
at BWIP since issuance of the stop work order in May 1986, and no
activities are ongoing beyond those identified in the December 17
letter. :

We believe your request for additional information on activities
to be restarted is reasonable, and will provide such 1nformation
to you when it is available.
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We continue to believe that such topic-specific meetings between
States and Indian Tribes and Project Office personnel will be the
most effective vehicle for providing affected parties with the
information they desire, such as statements of work, work
authorizations, and environmental checklists. Mr. John Anttonen
at the Richland Operations Office/BWIP will contact you to make
arrangements for scheduling meetings to provide you with the
supplemental information you regquest. Should you need additional
assistance or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact
Carol KHanlon of my staff at 202-586-1224 or FTS 896-1224.

Sincerely,

/ 225_‘:% é L?u/.'h_’ . A_Q_
Ben C. Rusche, Director

Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management
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February 24, 1987

John Herrington, Secretary
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue

‘Washington, D.C, 20585

Dear Secretary Herrington:

This letter is in response to the copy of the December 17, 1986,
letter to Governor Gardner and the attached list of ongoing and
planned activities sent to me related to the proposed repository
at Hanford. As stated in that letter, the information was
provided to & request made by Tribal and State representatives at
a May 7 - 8, 1986, meeting in Washington, D.C. on the "level of
detail"™ to be in the Site Characterization Plan (SCP). At that
meeting, it was.agreed that the affected parties should have
access to available information relating to the activities
underway at the federal sites prior to the issuance of the SCP.
Our review of this informetion-is necessary if the Yakima Indian
Nation is to participate’ meaningfully in the site selection
process as mandated"in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA).

While the Yakima Nation appreciates the information provided, ve
have found the report to be incomplete and ‘too generel to aid in
identifying those activities“deserving further scrutiny. This is
a formal request for additional detailed information for those
activities referred to-in the report. This additioneal
information should include your -statement of work, & copy of the
work authorizations which allow work to begin, and a copy of any
environmental evaluation of the work (including copies of the
environmental checklists). We would also need the date work
began at the activity site, the costs associated with the work,
and the names of the projects and the project managers. "

- At the recent meeting, it was stated that BWIP personnel have
been routinely using environmental checklists for site. activity
impact evaluations. To date no effort has been made by BWIP

personnel to consult with Yakima Tribal representatives on this
important matter.

Ve look forward to your reply within the next thirty days.
Sincerely, A

YAKIMA INDIAN NATION

15 Melvin R. Sam

Yakima Tribal® Counc

MRS:d11l



: Department of Energy
. . Washington, DC 20585 '

MAR 18 1987

Honorable Richard H. Bryan
Governor of Nevada
Carson City, Nevada 89710

Dear Governor Bryan:

. Thank you for your letter of February 9, 1987, to Secretary
Herrington regarding the current plans of the Department of
Energy to collect site-specific environmental data from the Yucca
Mountain site to determine the environmental impacts of site
characterization activities.

Section 113 (a) of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 (the Act)
requires the Department to conduct site characterization
activities in a manner that minimizes any significant adverse
environmental impacts. To ensure this, the Department prepared
draft Environmental Monitoring and Mitigation Plans (EMMPs) which
.are currently under review by the States and Indian Tribes. As
described in the EMMPs, site-specific environmental data will be
collected before and during site characterization activities.
This data will be used to monitor those aspects of the site that
" have the potential for experiencing significant impacts.

Measures will be identified to avoid or minimize these impacts
before they occur. If the site is found unsuitable, this data,
along with that in the Environmental Assessments and information
collected to comply with applicable requlatory requirements, will
provide a sufficient basis for the Secretary under Section 113(c) (4)
to take reasonable and necessary steps to reclaim the site and to
mitigate any significant adverse environmental impacts caused by
site characterization activities.

In addition, Section 114(f) of the Act requires the Department to
- prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). to accompany any
recommendation to the President to approve a site for a reposi-
tory.  That EIS must consider as alternatives sites for which
site characterization has been completed under Section 113 of the
Act. The extensive site-specific environmental data which the
Department will be collecting during the site characterization
phase will serve as the basis for the development of this EIS.

Sincerely,

7

e /.':) -
_,(_(.{L C /m— [ )./x
en C. Rusche, Director

Office of Civilian Radloactlve '

Waste Mangement




THE STATE OF NEVADA

EXECUTIVE CHAMBER

Carson City, Nevada 89710

RICHARD H. BRYAN TELEPHONE
Governor 1702) 885-3670

February 9, 1987

The Honorable John Herrington
Secretary of. Energy

U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

‘Re: Information Regarding Plans with PRespect to Sité
Characterization at Yucca Mountain

Dear Secretary Herrington:

~ This letter is sent pursuant to Section 117 (a2) of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA), 42 U.S.C. 10137 (2). Please
send the State of Nevada, Agency for Nuclear Projects, complete
information regarding the current plans of the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) to collect site specific environmental data from the
Yucca Mountain proposed repository location in order to establish
a baseline from which to determine environmental alteration of
the Yucca Mountain site during and after site characterization.

Sections 113 (2) and 114 (f) of the NEPA require the
DOE tc evaluate the environmental implications of departmental
activities at the site, in site characterization and potential
development respectively. It is not scientifically responsible
to evaluate environmental change without first- knowing the
environmental status quo. A plan for decontamination and decom-
missioning of Yucca Mcuntain, required by Section 113 (b) (1) (&)
(iii), would certainly be inadequate if the present environmental
conditions are not confirmed and reported.

I am concerned that the DOE does not intend to es-
tablish the current environmental condition of Yucca Mountain.
The current drafts of the Environmental Program Plan and Environ-
mental Monitoring and Mitigation Flan by the NMNWSI indicate that
the Department will rely on "existing data" that was used in
preparing the Environmental Assessment for Yucca Mountain (DOE/FW
0073). That data is actually "hlstorlcal data + and is not site
specific or current. _

000501
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" The Fonorable John Herrington
February 9, 1987
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In the event the department does not plan to collect
and analyze site specific data on the current environmental
‘ccnditions of Yucca Mountain, the State of Nevada will be seeking
furding from the Department to collect that data itself.

Bs prescribed by Section 117 (&) of the Act, I arti-

cipate your response within thirty days of your receipt of this
letter.

Slnferely,;

e ’éim

Governor

REB/&K1 | o

cc: Grant Sawyer
Don Vieth

amp————



Department of Energy |
Washington, DC 20585

MAR 1 6 1987

Mr. Dillard Hammett
State Energy Advisor
Office of the Governor
‘Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr. Hammett:

Thank you for your February 23, 1987, letter concerning the
current estimates of inmigration associated with the Salt
Repository Project that are beyond those analyzed in the
Environmental Assessment prepared for this site. You suggested
the need for an immediate analysis of any additional potential
socioeconomic impacts.

We agree that the current estimates of inmigration deserve
continued review. Accordingly, as part of the process of
monitoring activities associated with site characterization, the
Department of Energy is reviewing current estimates and plans to
assure that inmigration occurs in a manner that avoids or
minimizes any adverse impacts. I have asked Mr. Jefferson O. Neff,
of our Columbus, Ohio, office, to discuss with you the participa-
tion by the Texas Nuclear Waste Programs Office. in this review.

In addition, the Texas Nuclear Waste Programs Office may be funded
to conduct its own review of the current inmigration estimates

and potential impacts as proposed in your letter.

On February 23, 1987, Mr. Neff met in Hereford with the Deaf
Smith County Waste Deposit Impact Committee and he discussed with
the Committee the possibility of an analysis such as the one you
have suggested. The Committee expressed its desire to be a
participant in a socioeconomic study, should one be conducted.
We would therefore intend to invite the Committee to join in the
Department's review of potential impacts, as it represents the
county most affected by the Department's activities. Should the
Texas Nuclear Waste Programs Office choose to conduct its own -
study, we would encourage you to include the Committee in such a
study. The Department is committed to avoiding any adverse
impacts associated with our program before they occur and
effectively addressing any adverse impacts that may occur.

If there is any further assistance you need, please do
not hesitate to call me personally. :

Sincerely,

()/ﬁpu (’ ! Ca&é(('f:(—
Ben C. Rusche, Director

Office of civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

cc: Jeff Neff, SRPO



STATE OF TEXAS
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN. TEXAS 76711

WILLIAM P, CLEMENYE. JR. February 23, 1987
GOVERNOR v ee

Mr. Benard C. Rusche, Director :
Office of Civilian Radicactive Waste Management
United States Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenug, S.W,.

Wishington, O, C, 20585

Dear Mr. Rusche:

This letter is in reference to plans and activities of the Department of
Energy Office of Civilian Radfoactive Waste Management (OCRWM) as they relate
to the Deaf Smith County, Texas, candfdate high-level nuclear waste _
repository site, named by President Reagan on May 28, 1986, pursuant to your
recommendation of May 27, 1986, .

It has been brought to my attention by the Texas Nuclear Waste Programs
Office that the Salt Repository Project Office (SRPD) of the OCRWM {is
intending to relocate its administrative and operational offices, with :
associated contractor steff for site characterization planning and activities
to the site ares in tha near future. ' '

The OCRWM estimates of the number of DOE and contractor employees expected to .
staff these offices exceeds by more than a factor of two, the number of
employees estimated in the Deaf Smith County Site Final Environmental Assess-
ment, issued by OCRWM on June 28, 1986, We have been fnformed that the
approximately 380 person SRPO dnd sssociated support contractor office will
be established in Hereford, Texas, the county seat of Deaf Smith County. The
field services contractor offices, with about 800 staff personnel is expected
to be located tn Amarillo, Texas, and & 10 person tnformation office is
planned for Vege, Texas, about 8 miles from the candidate sfte locatfon. Our
estimates are that this workforce will result in approximately 2,300
inmigrants to the area, al1though Final Environmental Assessments projects
'on:¥ §: htly over 900 inmigrants associated with site characterization
acty es, -

While some economic benefits of the planned relocatfon are expected to accrue
to the comunities in which these offices are loceted, we are concernad that
insufficient attention has been &pplied to the potentfal {mpacts to local
?overnmental bud?ets and public services resuiting from population fncresses
n affected rural and urban communitfes, It {s our understanding the OCRWN
does not: {ntend to analyse such potential community {mpacts prior to the
schedulad staff relocations, and since the estimated personnel numbers are

.
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Mr, Benard C. Rusche
February 23, 1987
Page 2

considerably Yarger than any previously announced and evaluated, 1 feel that
an gnalysis of potentfal socioeconomic impacts of the planned SRPO relocation
{s urgently needed, prior to any such impacts sctually taking place. This
analysis should 8Vso serve to support any impact monitering and mitigation
strategfes that may become necessory to implement. :

- 1 &am proposing that the'urgent1y needed anaiyses’be undertaken {mmedfately,

and in a manner that will not disrupt the OCRWM'S near-term plans in the site
area, 1 am prepared to offer the services of the Texas Nuclear Waste
Programs Office, which manages the State's Nuclear Waste Policy Act
responsibiities, to carry out this work in an expeditious and rigorous manner
that would result In the necessary data, analyses, projections, and
monitoring and mitigation strategies being made available to the &ppropriate
parties, including the State of Texas, the affected communities and local
governments, &nd the OCRWM, . ~

Given the fact that much of the relocation of personnel {s plenned to téke
place durfn? this calendar year, and that our offfce has the capability to

1ize for and carry out this needed work, I look forward to your
favorable constderation of my concerns and early acceptance of this offer, in
order to assure that these potentfal {mpacts of site characterfzation

- activities will be understood and appropriate steps undertazken to alleviate

them in the affected communities, With your acceptance of my offer, our
Nuclear Weste Programs Office staff will coordinate with the OCRWM staff to
arrange for this work to be carrfed out through funds which we have request
be granted to the State pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

I look forward to your consideration of this matter. 1If you or your staff
have further questfons regarding my concerns &nd suggested approach to
resolution of those concerns, please do not hesitete to contact the Texas
Nuclear Waste Programs Office so we may meet this need in & mutually
acceptable manner. -

Sincerely,

Lo Mot~

Di1lard Hammett
State Energy Advisor

» DH/safp
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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

MAR 0 9 19087

Honorable Phil Gramm
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Gramm:

Thank you for your letter of January 19, 1987, forwarding
correspondence (copy enclosed) from Wesley S. Fisher, Mayor of
Hereford, expressing the community's desire to be the site of the
Headquarters' facilities for the Department of Energy's Salt
Reposxtory Project Office and its integrating contractor.

Enclosed is a copy of the Department's earlier response to a
January 16 letter from Mayor Fisher. As we have already informed
you, Hereford will be the location of the office to house

. approximately 50 Department and 250 contractor support staff. On.
February 6, 1987, a news release confirming plans for this office
was issued. Enclosed is a copy of the release.

It I can be of further assistance, please let me know.

Sincerely,

en C. Rusche, Dire r
Office of Civilian Radiocactive
Waste Management

Enclosures



Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

FEB 18 1387

Honorable Wesley S. Fisher
Mayor of Hereford

P.0. Box 512

Hereford, Texas 79045

Dear Mayor Fisher:

Thank you for your letter of January 16, 1987, to Secretary
Herrington expressing your community's desire to be the site of
the Headquarters' facilities for the Department of Energy's (DOE)
Salt Repository Project Office (SRPO) and its integrating
contractor. I can appreciate your desire to have the economic
benefits such a facility typically brings to a community.

As you know by now, we have decided that Hereford will indeed be
the location of the office to house approximately 50 DOE and 250
contractor support staff. On February 6, 1987, we issued a news
release confirming plans for this office, as well as locations of
offices for the field services contractor and the project's
exploratory shaft construction contractor. Enclosed is & copy of
the release.

We at DOE agree with you that there will be many positive effects
of having representatives of the project visible in Deaf Smith
County, responding to people's qguestions on a routine basis and
becoming a part of community activities. Mr. Jeff Neff, Manager
of the SRPO, and his staff are looking forward to relocating from
offices in Columbus, Ohio, to the Panhandle during the next six
nonths, starting the end of this month. Those transferring
dinitially will be working in temporary office trailers in Vega,
while market surveys are conducted to identify the specific
facility in Hereford for the permanent offices. &also during this
time, the SRPO staff will be conducting a number of public
meetings and other outreach activities to provide information
about studies to be conducted as & part of site characterization.



I know that you have maintained a keen interest in this project
for more than 6 to 7 years and hope that recent decisions, as
well as the imminent relocation, will provide a more supportive
atmosphere. Please feel free to contact us at any time..

' _ Sincerely, .
Ben C. Rusche, Director

Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

Enclosure
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0°3. DEPARTMENT OF ENERQY

g'g:}c.a CPEAATIONS OFFICE _ *
SOUTK CASS AVENUE

ARGONNE. [LLINOIS 80438
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ENEWS:

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
. February 6, 1987

DOE ANNOUNCES PROJECT OFFICES LOCATIONS

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) wiil locate the offices of
1ts Salt Repository Project and integrating contractor in Hereford &nd
v e field seréices personnel and other fac111t1e§ in Amarillo. .
“"  The Hereford offices will house about 50 DOE end 250 contractor
support staff assigned to undertake detailed characterization of 2
9-square-mile area in bedded s21t in Deaf Smith County to determine its
suitability for & high-level radioactive waste repository.

The project's field services contractor,vwhich will manage _
geotechnical and other field studies, as well as the core and other field
samples storage fa;i?ity will be located in Amerillo. '

A third office, for the project's exploratory shaft construction

- | contractor, will be established next winter, after completion of the land
access and acquisition process, at the 61-acre shaft site.:about 10 miles
south of Vega. | |

Spectfic locations for the offices will be announced within the
next severa) months, follawing merket surveys and compliance with other

DOE real estate regulatfons.
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Meanwhile, 10 people from the DOE Salt Reposifory Project Offi;e
and the Office of Nuclear Waste Isolation (ONWI), operated by Battelle .
 Memor{al Institute, the integrating contractor, are moving from officei'
in Columbus. Ohio, .to temporary office trajlers to be placed on land
leased by DOE near Vega. They will be available on & dafly basis beginning
March 2 to respond to questions about job and contracting opportunitfes
for local people and will assist in locating perm&nent office fachitieé
for the p}oJect. The process of relocating DOE and Battelle technical
. and management staff from the Columbus office is expected to take>about
$4x months, |
Site characterization, which encompasses studies to determine
‘the suftability of the bedded salt site approximately 2,500 feet below
the surfece for a repository, {s expected to require more than five years
and represent an investment of approximately $1 billion. Similar studies
2150 will be conducted in a geologic formation called tuff at Yucea
Mountain in Nevads and fn basalt at the Hanford reservation fn sthington.
- These activities are part of DOE's Office of Civilian Radio- |
active Waste Management, which is responsible for managfng'thé natfon's
high-level nuclear waste. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act directs DOE to
develop @ waste disposal systém for the permanent disposal of spent nuclear

fue1.and'high-level;radioactive waste.

DOE Media Contact: Brian J. Quirke
(312) 972-2423 -



»

PHIL GRAMM
TEXAS

Winiled Diafes Denale .

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20810

January 19, 1987

Department of Energy’
1000 Independence Averme, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Attention: Corgressional Liaison

The attached communication is sent for your consideration. Please
investigate the statements contained therein and forward me the necessary
information for reply, returning the enclosed correspordence with your

. answer. '

Yours truly,

5T

PHIL GRAMM
United States Senator

Please attention reply to:
Senator Phil Gramm -
Attn: Sean Royall

370 Russell Semate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

eeet
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Harelord, Tn.a; :79045
Jan, 16, 1987

Senator Phil Gramm
U.S. Senate : .
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator:

It was a pleasure to be present at your breakfast at the
Plains Co-op 0il Mill in Lubbock yesterday. It was good to see
you again and your remarks were very informative. It appeared
that the area was well represented.

‘ You will recall that 1 discussed briefly with you our con-
cern in Hereford relative to the placement of the headquarters
office for the D.0.E. and Battelle as the nuclear site character-
- dzation commences. :
' We feel that the headquarters office should be located in
Hereford as it is a Deaf Smith County project and Hereford is she
only incorporated city in the county. Since we have been the cen-
ter of the nuclear waste contrdversy for 5 years and have had to
take the heat, so to speak, we feel that it is very important that
the D.0.E. people be very visible in our community. It is impor-
tant to show that the positive impacts resulting from the project
will offset any negative impacts that it might produce. I feel
that the D,0.E. Project Manager, Mr. Jeff Neff, recognizes this
reasoning., '

While most of our contacts with D.0.E. have been with the

" Project Manager on down, I am concerned that Secretary of Energy
Herrington and Ben Rusche, Director of the Office of Civilian
Radio Active Waste Management,might not be fully aware of our
concerns and the need to place the headquarters office in Hereford
for the aforementioned reasons. I'm sure -that Amarillo is putting
pressure on the Secretary to consider placing the headquarters
‘office in their community. I would appreciate your contacting
Secretary Herrington and Director Rusche and relaying our con-
cerns for the need to locate in Hereford. We will do all poss-
ible to make the D.0.E. and Battelle personell welcome in our
community and will go out of our way to help them locate and get
settled. It is our hope that the Secretary will agree with us and
that the headquarters office will be located in Hereford.

Thank you for your help in this matter and I also thank you
for inviting me to your breakfast meeting in Lubbock.

:ﬁeSpectfully u‘_.
-"f{//, /’ ;;Z?vf?(

- -




- Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

MAR 0 6 1987

Honorable Edwyna G. Anderson

Member, Public Service Commission
of Lansing

Lansing, Michigan 4890¢

Dear Ms. Andefson:

Thank you for your letter of February 4, 1987, to Secretary
Herrington regarding the Department of Energy's (DOE) program for
the disposal of high-level nuclear waste in the subseabed. I was
asked to respond directly to you.

The Department fully supports compliance with all the provisions
of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 (NWPA). Since passage of
the NWPA, the Department has made significant strides toward
developing and licensing a mined geological repository. The
NWPA requires the construction of a mined geologic repository, and
subseabed disposal is not an alternative legally available to
this repository. Furthermore, all the scientifically advanced
nations exploring solutions to high-level nuclear waste disposal -
are pursuing mined geologic disposal as the primary option,
including all of our research partners in the Nuclear Energy
Agency. The commitment of the large amount of funds that would
be required to pursue a subseabed repository is not warranted at
the present time.

As desirable as some features of subseabed disposal appear to be,
such disposal is not without substantial technical and
institutional problems, including the problem of siting a port
facility in the United States for handling a large volume of
nuclear waste.

I appreciate your concerns regarding the subseabed disposal of
nuclear waste. If I or my staff can provide additional informa-
tion on the program of the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management or on the subseabed disposal program, please let us

know.
Sincerely,
/ZQMC pz/l/é/&

Ben C. Rusche, Director
Office of Civilian Radioactive
. Waste Management
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John Herrington

Secretary

Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
‘Washington, 0.C. 20585

Dear Secretary Herrington:

“As Chair of the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commis-
sioners Committee on Electricity and its Subcommittee on Nuclear
daste Disposal, [ am writing .to express our concern regarding the
ceparticent of Enargy's eiimination of funding for subseabed waste
disponsal research. We are concerned for two reasons:

1. The extent of the continuing controversy surrounding varinus
proposals for nuclear waste storage in the continental United
States raises seripus questions as to when and at what cost
a politically acceptable solution in the country will be found.
Under these circumstances, the termination of research into a
potentially viable alternative seems aremature.

The tota! anticipated cost for this research - $6 ty 8 million
- seams ch2ap ian relationship to other facets of th2 total
project and in 'ight ¢f the integrated, cnoperative internaticnal
proagran. ~hat adoes the United States's abandonment of  its
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John Herrington
February &4, 1987
Page 2

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act and the National Environmental
Policy Act, as well as good sense, require reasonable evaluation
of all potential alternatives. If the Department of Energy's
proposals for storage in the U.S. are ultimately rejected because
the alternative of subseabed disposal has been inadequately evaluy-
ated, costs, safety risks and the embarrassment sustained no
doubt will be of major proportions. This issue will inevitably
be raisad by potential host states, with the possibility that
a court review would result in rejection of a license because
the alternatives had not been adequately evaluated. It is
hard to imagine a scenario in which such a court decision would
not set the program back at least 10 more years, with unacceptable
consequences  in ierms of continuing onsite siuvrage uf spent
fuel and severely escalated costs.

We urge that you reconsider this decision before the potential

for joint international action is completely dissipated. '

cc:

Edwyné G. Anderson
Commissioner

Comnissioner Peter Bradford
Mr. Paul Rodgers
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ACTIVITIES DURING THE SITE CHARACTERIZATION PHASE
OF THE GEOLOGIC REPOSITORY PROGRAM

BACKGROUND

The site characterization phase of the geologic repository
program includes two kinds of activities: (1) a program
of extensive field and laboratory testing and studies to
collect and evaluate geologic, hydrologic, and
geochemical -information (in this backgrounder, the
studies are referred to as site characterization); and
(2) environmental and socioeconomic studies that assess
the potential impacts of repository development and
operation. The site characterization phase is expected to
last about 5 years and cost as much as $1 billion for each
site (in 1985 dollars). As many as 200 to 500 persons will
be employed at each site at the peak of site
characterization activity.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 (NWPA) became
law (P.L. 97-425) in January 1983. The U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) formally identified nine sites as being
potentially acceptable sites for the first repository. The
nine sites are: Vacherie Dome in Louisiana [salt dome];
Richton Dome and Cypress Creek Dome in Mississippi
[both salt domes); Yucca Mountain in Nevada [tuff
(compacted volcanic ash)]; Deaf Smith County and
Swisher in Texas [bedded salt]; Davis Canyon and
Lavender Canyon in Utah [bedded salt]; and Hanford in
Washington [basalt (2 very fine-grained rock that is
formed by the solidification of lava)].

Using the repository siting guidelines (10 CFR 960)
developed by DOE and concurred by the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC), DOE issued for public
comment and review the draft environmental assessments
(EAs) on the nine potentially acceptable sites in December
1984. In those draft EAs, DOE identified five of the nine
sites for nomination as suitable for site characterization
and proposed three of the sites for recommendation to the
President for site characterization.

As a result of the public comment period, DOE received

over 20,000 comments and has incorporated those
comments into the final EAs, as appropriate. Following
consideration of the comments and other information,
Secretary of Energy John S. Herrington issued a Federal
Register Notice nominating five sites that he determined
suftable for site characterization. Herrington recom-
mended to the President in writing Yucca Mountain, Deaf

- Smith County, and Hanford for site characterization. The

President approved the recommendation on May 28,
1986. Two sites, Richton Dome and Davis Canyon, were
nominated but not recommended for site characterization.

SITE CHARACTERIZATION

Overview

The objectives of the site characterization program are
to (1) determine the geologic, hydrologic, and
geochemical conditions at a candidate site; (2) provide
information needed to design a package for the disposal
of spent fuel and high-level radioactive waste that will
meet the licensing requirements of the NRC; (3) provide
information for the design of the repository facility:
and (4) evaluate whether the site can meet the require-
ments of the NRC and the Environmental Protection

.Agency (EPA).

The program will consist of surface-based investigations
(e.g., geologic mapping; geophysical surveys; and .
seismologic, paleoclimatologic, and hydrologic studies) as
well as subsurface investigations conducted by deep and
shallow boreholes that will be used for ground water
monitoring; core extraction; laboratory testing: and
stratigraphic, tectonic, geochemical, and geohydrologic
studies. Most importantly, investigations will be .
conducted in the host rock at repository depth through
the construction and use of exploratory shafts and
underground test facilities. Geochemical studies of the

host rock and surrounding strata will assess the effect
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of the insitu environment on the waste package, the ability
of the host rock to contain radionuclides, and the ability
of surrounding units to retard radionuclides by chemical
interaction.

Hydrologic testing and monitoring of surface and
subsurface water flow systems will assess surface flooding
potential and help in the tonstruction of computer models
to analyze subsurface hydrologic flow systems and their
potential for transport of radionuclides.

Although site evaluation studies comparable to the site
characterization activities in the repository program are
commonly conducted in preparing environmental impact
statements for large construction projects such as dams
and powerplants, site characterization for a repository
departs from those studies in that it requires the sinking
of a deep exploratory shaft to conduct preliminary tests
in the repository host rock. However, there is considerable
experience with deep shaft construction. The mining
industry frequently constructs deep shafts to extract
minerals. For example, the Stripa Mine in Sweden was
excavated to a depth of 1,150 feet in saturated rock.
Furthermore, the Climax Stock mine, near the Nevada
Test site,” was excavated to a depth of 1,400 feet in
unsaturated rock. .

Exploratory Shafts

DOE is planning to sink two exploratory shafts at each
candidate site. Having a second shaft is necessary for the
safety of operating personnel.

At the Deaf Smith County site, shafts will be constructed
by drill-and-blast techniques. They will be sunk to depths
ranging between 2,600 and 3,000 feet, with horizontal
workings (subsurface facilities and ventilation tunnels)
extending about 5,400 feet from the base of the shafts.

The shafts will penetrate the Ogallala and Dockum
aquifers as they are sunk to repository depth. To control
water migration and to stabilize the ground during this
operation, portions of the ground will be frozen to ensure
isolation of the aquifers. Ground freezing is a well-
documented procedure used in the mining industry. The
frozen ground will be malntalned until the final concrete
lining is empl.lcﬂl

At the Hanford site, shafts will be drilled using a large
drill rig. Shafts will be sunk to the candidate repository
depth, or approximately 3,000 and 4,000 feet. The shafts

will be lined with watertight steel casing and sealed in -

place with a cement grout. Effectiveness of the seal to

prevent water intrusion will be verified before beginning

horizontal excavations at repository depth.

At the Yuoca Mountain sxte, the planned exploratory shaft
will use drill-and-blast techniques. Shaft depths will be
approximately 1200 and 1500 feet. The Yucca Mountain
site is different from the other sites in that, from the
surface to repository depth, the rock is unsaturated. Water
will be used sparingly during shaft construction so that
tests to characterize the unsaturated zone will not be
affected. The liners for the first shaft will be concrete,
with steel possibly used for the second shaft. Underground
test facility rooms will be excavated at about the 500 foot
level and at the shaft bottom.

The exploratory shafts will be incorporated into the
repository design after a site is found suitable and is
selected for development as the repository. If a site is not
selected for further development, then the shafts will be
filled and sealed, and the site will be restored as nearly
as possible to its original condition.

Site Characterization Plans

Prior to exploratory shaft construction at each candidate
site, the Secretary of Energy will submit a Site
Characterization Plan (SCP) to the NRC, the Governor
and legislature of the State in which such candidate site
is located, the governing body of affected Indian Tribes,
and the public. The site plans are scheduled to be issued
for Hanford and Yucca Mountain in December 1986 and
Deaf Smith County in April 1987. A 3-month public
comment period, including public hearings, will follow
the issuance of each SCP.

The “Annotated Outline” for the SCP, derived from the
NRC’s Regulatory Guide 4.17 (Standard Format and
Content of Site Characterization Plans for High-Level
Waeste Geologic Repositories), was approved by the NRC
and distributed to other recipients. The outline is divided
into Part A describing the candidate site, the waste
package, and the repository: and Part B presenting the
site characterization program. Part A will present existing
information pertaining to geology, geoengineering,
hydrology, geochemistry, climatology, and meteorology.-
Part B will be the heart of the SCP. It will be composed
of (1) the rationale for the planned site characterization
program; (2) issues to be resolved and information

" required during site characterization; (3) planned tests,

analyses, and studies; (4) planned site preparation

- activities; (5) milestones, schedules, and decision points;
(6) quality assurance activities;

and (7) the
decontamination and dccommissnonmg activities related
to the repository.
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ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIOECONOMIC
STUDIES

In parallel with the site characterization program, DOE
will conduct environmental and socioeconomic studies to
assess the potential impacts of repository development and
operation. The studies will support the preparation of the
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the site that is
ultimately selected and the development of plans to
mitigate any significant adverse impacts. The
environmental studies will also evaluate whether
repository development and operation can be conducted
in compliance with environmental regulatory
requirements.

Environmental data collection and analysis will focus on
(1) land use and mineral resources, (2) terrestrial and
aquatic ecosystems, and (3) ecology, threatened and
endangered animal species, air quality and meteorology,
surface watets and water quality, soils, and noise.
Aesthetic, archeological, cultural, and historical resources,
background radiation, and transportation systems affected
by repository development will also be studied.
Socioeconomic studies will address potential demographic
and economic impacts, as well as changes in community
services, social conditions, fiscal conditions, and
government organization.

Plans will be developed and implemented to detect
significant adverse environmental and socioeconomic
impacts resulting from site characterization activities.
These plans, developed in consultation with the affected
States, Indian Tribes, and local governments, will also
identify procedures for developing and implementing
programs to mitigate significant adverse impacts.

Following site characterization, DOE plans to send a site
selection report to the President in late 1994 and submit
the license application to the NRC in early 1995, as soon
as the site designation becomes effective, Construction of
the geologic repository could begin in 1998, with initial
operation commencing in 2003. )

— DOE —
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COOPERATIVE DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS FOR SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is implementing,
_in cooperation with the nuclear power industry, several
technology demonstration projects designed to assist
utilities in enhancing spent fuel storage capacity at
primary nuclear reactor sites.! Objectives of the coopera-
tive demonstration projects, in accordance with Section
132 and Section 218 of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of
1982 (NWPA), are to encourage and to expedite the effi-
cient use by the utilities of existing storage facilities and
to provide technologies for adding new storage capacity.

Until DOE accepts the spent fuel for disposal at a geologic
repository, nuclear utilities have the primary responsibility
for the storage of their spent fuel and for the effective use
of that storage capacity. By focusing on cooperative
demonstration projects with utilities that have expressed
a high degree of interest in specific technologies, the
storage concepts developed will be those which most
appropriately address the needs of the utilities.

STORAGE OF SPENT FUEL

Spent fuel assemblies removed from nuclear reactors are
stored temporarily in water pools that cool the spent fuel
rods and shield workers and others at the site against
radiation. Many of these storage pools were intended
originally for short-term storage, and their capacities are
generally limited. Some utilities, faced with potential
spent fuel storage problems, have developed and
subsequently obtained approval from the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) for various methods of
extending their onsite storage capacity.

!Spent nuclear fuel refers to fuel that has been removed from a nuclear
reactor core primarily because it can no longer sustain an efficient chain
reaction. High-level radioactive waste, generated from the reprocessing
of spent nuclear fuel to extract plutonium and the remaining usable
uranium, results largely from defense nuclear activities.

One method employed by the utilities is the “reracking”
of fuel assemblies in storage pools to obtain greater storage
densities. By changing the configuration of the racks that
hold the spent fuel in the storage pools, and by adding
neutron-absorbing material, it is possible to store more
than double the fuel that had been held in the originally
designed racks. Another method, called “transshipping,”
involves transporting spent fuel from reactor sites with
storage limitations to other reactor sites of the same utility
that have available storage capacity.

CURRENT DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

DOE'’s Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
(OCRWM) is implementing the provisions of the NWPA
that are designed to establish, in cooperation with the
utilities, new technologies for onsite dry storage and
consolidation of spent fuel. The efficient use of existing
storage facilities and the addition of new at-reactor storage
capacity will be enhanced through the following activities:

® a cooperative demonstration program with the private
sector to

— demonstrate spent fuel rod consolidation in existing
storage pools and in a dry environment, and

— develop dry storage technologies that the NRC
may, by rule, approve for use at civilian reactor
sites; '

¢ consultative and technical assistance to utilities on a

cost-shared basis to assist each utility in obtaining

- NRC licensing and construction authorization for the
application of new technologies; and

¢ a cost-shared research and development (R&D)
program at Federal facilities to collect the necessary
data to assist the utilities in the licensing process.
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OCRWM is currently supporting cooperative demon-
strations of rod consolidation and dry storage with several
utilities. In addition, OCRWM is conducting spent fuel
research and development to provide data to the utilities
for obtaining licenses for these new technologies. These
cooperative R&D activities are intended to establish one
or more technologies that the NRC may approve by rule
for use at reactor sites without, to the maximum extent
practicable, the need for additional site-specific approvals.

Rod Consolidation Cooperative Demonstration Projects

Rod consolidation differs from reracking in that rod
consolidation involves dismantling the fuel assemblies and
placing them in canisters, whereas reracking places the
intact assemblies in reconfigured storage racks that are
designed for higher storage densities. Rod consolidation
may be done in a storage pool, or it may be done in a
dry environment. Rod consolidation increases the capacity
of spent fuel storage pools which have sufficient structural
strength to safely support a more compact array of spent
fuel rods that have been separated from their associated
hardware components.

In 1981, DOE successfully completed a *“cold”
(nonradioactive) demonstration of prototypical rod
consolidation equipment. In May 1983, DOE issued a
solicitation for cooperative agreement proposals for in-
pool rod consolidation demonstrations that could provide
a basis for future licensing by the NRC. A cooperative
agreement for a rod consolidation demonstration project
has been negotiated with the Northeast Utilities Services
Company of Hartford, Connecticut. After the completion
of the cooperative demonstration project, DOE expects
to assemble a data base that will provide sufficient data
to enable the utilities to apply for licensing of rod
consolidation.

OCRWM has initiated R&D of equipment and methods
for dry rod consolidation of spent fuel at the Idaho
National Engineering Laboratory (INEL). The purpose
of this demonstration, which is known as the Prototypical
Consolidation Demonstration Project (PCDP), is to show
that dry rod consolidation is feasible on & production line
scale for use at NWPA facilities, including the repository

or the monitored retrievable storage (MRS) facility, if

authorized by Congress. The PCDP consists of four
sequential phases that will lead to a planned
demonstration of the process in 1989.

OCRWM has two new rod consolidation projects that are
in the planning phase. The first one is known as the
Nonfuel-bearing-component Volume Reduction Demon-

stration. The objective of this project is to design new
equipment that will reduce the overall bulk of residual
nonfuel hardware and other parts. The second project will
be a canister welding project to test various methods of
sealing canisters containing spent fuel rods from a rod
consolidation process. These two projects are to be
initiated in fisca! year 1989 and are expected to be
completed several years later.

Dry Storage Cooperative Demonstration Projects

Dry storage systems provide a fuel storage alternative
whenever reracking or rod consolidation cannot be
undertaken because of economic, seismic, or structural
limitations of spent fuel storage pool systems. Systems for
dry storage include casks, drywells, silos, and vaults. Casks
are large metal containers with radiation shielding that
are stored aboveground. Drywells are below-grade wells
with steel and concrete linings that are designed to hold
one or more spent fuel assemblies; the surrounding earth
provides an additional radiation barrier, as well as a
medium for conducting heat from the drywell. Silos are
concrete cylinders built aboveground that provide sealed
secondary containment for spent fuel. Vaults are large
concrete structures that use natural air convection for
cooling. All of these dry storage systems are designed to
have low maintenance requirements and to be modular
in order to provide additional capacity as required.

DOE has extensive experience in conducting demonstra- -
tions of dry storage systems for spent fuel. Drywell, silo,
and vault storage systems have been demonstrated at
several DOE facilities in Nevada. However, dry storage
systems demonstrated under DOE’s auspices have never
been licensed by the NRC for commercial use.

A solicitation for cooperative agreement proposals for
licensed dry-storage demonstrations was issued by DOE
in May 1983, leading to cooperative agreements that were
negotiated with the Virginia Electric Power Company
and the Carolina Power & Light Company in March
1984. At. Virginia Power’s Surry Nuclear Plant,
construction of an independent spent fuel storage
installation has been completed, and NRC issued a license
for the system in July 1986.

DOE's agreement with Carolina Power & Light (CP&L)
provides for a licensed demonstration of dry storage in
horizontal, modular concrete silos at the site of the H.B.
Robinson plant in South Carolina. On March 28, 1986,
NRC approved the topical report prepared on CP&L’s
demonstration. Licensing of CP&L’s Independent Spent

- Fuel Storage Installation is upcoming, and construction
is expected to begin in the near future.
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OCRWM has also initiated dry storage technology R&D
activities at DOE’s I1daho National Engineering
Laboratory (INEL). Spent fuel assemblies from the Surry
plant were shipped to INEL for an unlicensed
demonstration of dry storage casks and to conduct tests
under situations that approach the bounding parameters
and limiting conditions of dry storage. Initial testing has
been completed at INEL on dry storage casks of three
different designs and manufacture; long-term monitoring
is now in process.

— DOE —
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STUDIES OF ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF RADIOACTIVE WASTE DISPOSAL

INTRODUCTION

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 (NWPA), signed
into law by the President on January 7, 1983, establishes
a national policy for the safe storage and permanent
disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive
waste (HLW).! The NWPA directs the U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) to develop and operate a system of waste
disposal that emphasizes the use of deep-mined geologic
repositories. Prior to the passage of the NWPA, DOE
assessed the use of geologic repositories and other nuclear
waste disposal alternatives in an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) entitled the Management of
Commercially Generated Radioactive Waste
(DOE/EIS-0046F, October 1980). The EIS evaluated the
following alternatives to deep-mined geologic repositories:
subseabed disposal, emplacement in very deep holes, rock
melt, istand-based geologic, ice sheet, deep-well injection,
and space disposal as well as the transmutation waste-
form treatment, and indefinite surface storage. This
backgrounder provides an overview of these nuclear waste
disposal alternatives.

SUBSEABED DISPOSAL

The subseabed disposal concept involves the burial of
solidified waste inside high-integrity canisters beneath the
ocean floor. Since disposal would occur in the tectonically
stable clay-rich sediments of the mid-plate regions, it is
expected that the waste would remain isolated from the
biosphere for extremely long periods of time and,
therefore, not present a threat to plant and animal life.
Movement of any waste isotopes escaping from the ocean
sediments to the more biologically active near-surface

1Spent nuclear fuel refers to fuel that has been removed from a nuclear
reactor core primarily because it can no longer sustain an efficient chain
reaction. High-level radioactive waste, generated from the reprocessing
of spent nuclear fuel to extract plutonium and the remaining usable
uranium, results largely from defense nuclear activities.

water is expected to be a slow process, accompanied by
dilution and dispersion. In addition, the great depth of
the water constitutes a barrier to human intrusion.

Several potential problems remain, however. Most
importantly, the feasibility of executing the concept has
not been established. For example, it may be difficult to
emplace the waste containers beneath the ocean floor to
ensure containment until the waste decays to acceptable
low levels. Additionally, the radionuclides may be altered
by chemical reactions with the sediments. Even if
subseabed disposal were to prove technically feasible, it
may be difficult to develop an effective international,
legal, and administrative structure to regulate and
monitor & subseabed repository.

The Subseabed Disposal Program, a joint research effort
betwéen DOE, the Environmental Protection Agency,
other Federal agencies, and international organizations
(e.g., the Nuclear Energy Agency of the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development) has been an
ongoing program since 1974. However, recent and
projected budget limitations on research and development
expenditures have resulted in a reassessment of this
program. As a result of this review, DOE did not request
funds for the Subseabed Disposal Program in its fiscal year
1987 budget request to Congress. DOE'’s Office of Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) plans to
conduct an orderly closing of the project while preserving
the scientific information for future use.

DEEP HOLE DISPOSAL

The deep hole disposal concept involves the placement of
waste canisters as far as 10,000 meters (approximately 6
miles) underground, a considerable distance from the
accessible environment and below circulating ground

water. At these depths, the nuclear waste may be
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effectively contained while the waste decays to stable
forms or levels that pose little threat to human health.
To serve as a waste repository at these depths, the host
rock must retain its character and structural stability
under the heat and radiation conditions introduced by the
waste.

The deep hole disposal concept was not defined as a
proposed action in the EIS for the following reasons:
(1) an incomplete understanding of the hydrologic
characteristics of deep crystalline and sedimentary rock
units, (2) the technical uncertainty associated with
current drilling technologies that would have to be used
to attain the extreme depths required to isolate nuclear
waste from the biosphere, and (3) the lack of knowledge
of in-situ rock mechanics properties under high pressure
and temperature conditions.

ROCK MELT DISPOSAL

The rock melt disposal concept involves the emplacement
of liquid or slurry waste into a deep underground hole
or cavity. After the water in the waste has evaporated,
the surrounding rock would melt from the heat.generated
by the decay of the radioactive waste. This process, in
turn, would slowly dissolve the waste. The waste rock
solution would slowly solidify, trapping the radioactive
material in a relatively insoluble form deep below the
surface of the Earth. The waste-rock-solidified
conglomerate that would ultimately result is expected to
be extremely leach resistant and, hence, could provide
greater long-term containment of waste isotopes than
could a mined geologic repository. Because less mining
activity would be involved than for a mined geologic
repository, the relative cost advantages of this concept
could be substantial.

The rock melt disposal concept was not defined as a
proposed action in the EIS largely because of the time
required to monitor the process prior to full solidification
of the nuclear waste. About 1,000 years would elapse
hefore total solidification occurs. A lack of understanding
of the heat transfer and phase-change phenomena in
rock—information necessary to establish the stability of
the molten rock matrix and to develop engineering
methods for emplacement—would further complicate the
monitoring task.

ISLAND GEOLOGIC DISPOSAL

The island geologic disposal concept involves the siting
of decp-mined geologic repositories in islands. Preferred
island locations are those in remote areas and devoid of
known natural resources. Uninhabited islands that are

hydrologically separated from large continental land
masses offer potential advantages. Potentially adverse
radiological health effects would be minimized. Further,
any leakage of radioactivity into the island’s ground water
could be easily detected. Additionally, in the event of
high-level radioactive waste leakage into the environment,
the waste would be diluted by the surrounding seawater.

Drawbacks of the island geologic disposal concept include
the risks associated with ocean transport of nuclear waste
during adverse weather conditions. Additionally, many
islands expericnce frequent and intense seismic and
volcanic activity. Such activity could discharge the waste
into cither lava flows or into the atmosphere. Moreover,
islands of volcanic origin have geologic foundations that
are permeable and, hence, susceptible to interaction of
fresh and marine water. The presence of water could
contribute to the ‘corrosion of waste canisters, leaching,
and the eventual transport of radionuclides into the
biosphere. Potential opposition from countries in the
vicinity of a proposed island repository is an additional
consideration. :

ICE SHEET DISPOSAL

Without significant climatic changes, the Antarctic and
Greenland ice caps could provide long-term isolation of
nuclear waste from the biosphere. Three ice sheet disposal
concepts have been considered: passive slow descent,

- anchor, and surface storage emplacement. Passive slow

descent emplacement would allow for the waste canister
to be placed in a shallow hole, eventually melting its way
to the bottom of the ice sheet as heat is emitted from the
radioactive decay process. Anchor emplacement parallels
that of passive emplacement, but an anchor cable
attached to the canister would limit the descent depth and
enable retrieval of the waste canister. Surface storage
emplacement requires the use of large storage units
constructed above the snow surface and then filled with
waste. The radioactive waste would act as a heat source
causing the storage units to slowly melt their way to the
bottom of the ice sheet,

An advantage of the ice sheet disposal concept is that the
polar regions are uninhabited and desolate areas that
would provide for the almost total isolation of the nuclear
waste. The ice masses are thousands of meters thick,
extend uniformly, and remain stable for long periods of
time. At great depths (100 meters or more), ice behaves
like a plastic and flows to seal fissures and to close cavities.
Isolation of radioactive wastes would be ensured for long
periods of time due to the very slow movement of ice.

Disadvantages of the ice sheet disposal concept include
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uncertainties surrounding both the disposal technologies
and the impact of future climatic changes on the stability
and size of the ice sheets. Another disadvantage is the
expected high operational costs of ice sheet disposal
because of the remoteness of the locations and the
adversity of weather conditions. Ice sheet dynamics are
not well known. Global climatic effects could accelerate

the melting of large portions of ice masses from the heat

generated from radioactive waste decay and thus open
paths to the dispersion of waste. Finally, the Antarctic
Treaty of 1959, of which the United States is a signatory,
specifically prohibits the disposal of nuclear waste in the
Antarctic. '

DEEP-WELL INJECTION

The deep-well injection concept is the emplacement of
liquid or slurried nuclear waste in deep geologic
formations capped by an impermeablé boundary layer.
For acidic liquid waste, the method would involve the
pressurized pumping of the waste to depths of 1,000 to
5,000 meters (3,300 to 16,000 feet) into a porous or
hydrofractured geologic formation suitably isolated from
the biosphere by relatively impermeable overlying strata.
The waste would progressively disperse throughout the
host rock. Deep-well injection is a working technology
compared to technologies required to implement the rock
melt and deep hole disposal concepts. Shale is considered
a suitable geologic medium because of its ability to provide
isolation of the waste from ground water and the
environment.

The deep-well injection alternative requires either
mechanical or chemical processing of spent fuel prior to
its disposal, which is a possible drawback. Another
possible limitation of the deep-well injection method
concerns the mobility of a liquid waste form within a
porous host rock formation. The combination of a liquid
waste form and a porous rock body increases the chances
that the waste could come into contact with the biosphere.

SPACE DISPOSAL

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) and DOE have studied several space disposal
concepts including the transport to and injection of
nuclear waste into the sun or the emplacement of waste
on the Earth's moon. These methods were found
unsuitable for technical and space exploration reasons.
Another concept involved sending reprocessed nuclear
waste into a circular solar orbit about midway between
Earth and the planet Venus. First, the space shuttle would

carry the nuclear waste package to low Earth orbit. A

transfer vehicle would then separate from the shuttle to

place the waste package and another propulsion stage into
an Earth-escape trajectory. The transfer vehicle would
return to the shuttle while the remaining rocket stage
would move the waste into solar orbit.

Disadvantages of the space disposal concept include the
possibility of launch failure and the potential inability of
the waste packaging system to contain the waste in the
event of such a failure. Additionally, the costs of launching
nuclear waste into space would be very high. Therefore,
the space disposal concept would be restricted to providing
for the extraterrestrial isolation of long-lived radionuclides
such as Iodine'*® and Technetium®. In turn, this method
would require the reprocessing of high-leve! radioactive
waste into specially tailored waste forms. Waste
remaining on earth would have to be disposed of in a
mined geologic repository. The use of extraterrestrial
disposal, in conjunction with terrestrial disposal, would
require an expected additional cost without achieving a
significant reduction in long-term risk over emplacement
of waste only in a mined geologic repository.
Consequently, in April 1982, NASA and DOE agreed to
discontinue further study of the space disposal concept.

TRANSMUTATION

Transmutation is not a disposal method but a tréatment
method for high-level radioactive waste that would be
used in conjunction with specific disposal alternatives,
such as the deep-mined geologic disposal option. The
transmutation concept involves the reprocessing of spent
fuel to recover uranium and plutonium (or processing to
obtain a liquid high-level waste stream when uranium and
plutonium are not to be recycled). The remaining high-
leve] waste stream is partitioned into an actinide* waste
stream and a fission product stream. The fission product
stream is concentrated, solidified, and sent to 2 mined
geologic repository for disposal. The actinide waste stream
is combined with uranium (or uranium and plutonium),
fabricated into fuel rods, and reinserted into a reactor.
In the reactor, about 5 to 7 percent of the recycled waste
actinides are transmuted to stable or short-lived isotopes,
which are separated out during the next recycle step for
disposal in the repository. Numerous recycles would result
in nearly complete transmutation of the waste actinides:
however, additional waste streams are generated with
every recycle. Transmutation provides no reduction in the
quantities of long-lived fission product radionuclides, such
as Technetium® and lodine'®” in the fission product
stream that is sent to geologic disposal. '

2Actinides are a group of elements that include uranium and all man-
made transuranic elements (e.g., Berkelium and Californium). Fission
products are nuclei (fission fragments) formed by the fission of heavy
elements, plus the nuclides formed by the fission fragments’ radioactive
decay.
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SURFACE STORAGE

The surface storage alternative would allow for existing
spent fuel to be left indefinitely where it is being stored.
Any additional waste discharges from the operation of
commercial nuclear powerplants would be stored
indefinitely in water basin facilities at the reactors or at
other sites. Reprocessing of wastes is assumed not to be
undertaken. This alternative would allow for delays and
contingencies that could not have been foreseen in the
research, development, and planning stages for deep-
mined geologic disposal.

Disadvantages associated with the surface storage
alternative include the extensive maintenance and
monitoring activities that necessarily accompany surface
storage, as well as the potential health and safety and
environmental risks attendant to storing nuclear waste in
relatively accessible locations. ‘

— DOE —
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- Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to
review policy issues of interest to the Subcommittee regarding
the program being carried out under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
of 1982 (the NWPA). With me is Ben C. Rusche, my Directo; of
the Office of Civilian Radiocactive Waste Manaqemenﬁ (OCRWM) .

We have prepared a Draft Amendment to the Mission Flan for
the Civilian Radioactive.Waéte Management Program. In that
‘document, which we sent to the States, affected Indian Tribes,
the Nuclear Requlatory Commission (NRC) and other Federai
‘agencies for comment -- and made available for bublic inspection
-- we discuss significant developments and new information in
the waste program.

The Mission Plan is intended to keep c?ngress fully
informed of progress in the program and the amendment will
ensure that the Plan reflects current program status and our .
assessment of needed alterations. After review of the comments
received on the draft, DOE will revise the amendment in response
to the comments as appropriate and will submit it formally to
COngréss for infcfmation and direction. We would expect this to
'occurzea;ly this summer, and earnestly seek Congressional action
on the proposed program revisions. If no action is taken by the
Congress, we ;111 continue with the first repository program and
return to the seﬁrch for specific sites for a second repository.

As you requested in your letter of invitation, I would like
to give a briet status of the waste program and address the
specific points of interest to the Subcommittee. For clarity I

have attached several tables and charts to ny statement. For



frame of reference, Table 1 contains the FY 1987 major funding

levels and the FY 1988 Budget Reguest.

FY 1987 FUNDING

The fundihg level provided by Congress for FY 1987 is $499
million, of which $420 million has been made available and $79 _
million will be made available only by approval of the House and
Senate Approp:iation Subcommittees on Energy and Water
Development, and certification by me that e.good faith effort has
been made to comply with the requirements of the NWPA relative to
consultation and cooperation with States aﬂd Indian Tribes.

To this end, we have initiated expanded consultation
activities and have under preparation a report which, when
completed, I will submit to Congress, requeéting the remaining
$79 million. | _ '

| Since.enactmeht of the Continuing Resoiution'and the
provisions :egarding the limitations on accessibility of the $79
million, we have increased our efforts to negotiate consultation
and cooperation (C&C) agreements. In this regard, ﬁe.are
considering a number of new initiatives to encourage these
negotiations. For example, DOE is willing to consider the
adoption and implementation of de facto agreements or memoranda
of understanding that would be of a smailer'scope than a full C&C
agreement, should the State or affected Indian Tribe find this
advantageous. This would permit the adoption of pfocedures
agreed upon by the parties immediately, even before the C&C
'agreement is fully developed. Such an approach is attractive

because it recognizes the importance and the achievements of the



negotiation process that has been underway since the NWPA was
signed into law.

But C&C negotiations and agreements are but one part of the
process of working with affected parties. 1Interactions with
affected and interested parties occur every day.

In addition, a number of actions outside formal C&C
negotiations'have been taken recently as a result of
recommendations. For example, as States and Indian Tribes
requested: |

o States and affected Indian Tribes ere now invited to

attend all OCRWM coordinating group meetings; and

© Quarterly Meetings with States and affected Incian Tribes

have been opened for the public to attend.

There are'currently twelve Coordinating Groups and they are
listed in Table 2. The Coordinating Groups meet two-to-four
times per year and provide a forum for the discussion of common
problems and their resolution. It is expected that additional
coordinating groups will be established and existing ones
abolished as requirements and priorities change.

Since the summer of 1984, Quarterly Meetings have been held
with States and affected Indian Tribes to discuss topics
mutually_agreed upon for the agenda. As a result of
recommendations by the States and Indian Tribes, these meetings
will now be open to the public. The first meeting open to the
public was held on February 12, 1987 in Spokane, Washington. The
agenda was coordinated among the States, the Indian Tribes and
DOE and a public announcement was made by the DOE Operations -
Office in Richiand, Washington. The Draft Mission Plan amendment



was a major topic of discussion at the meeting. The hext'one'of
these meetings is scheduled for May 28 in las Vegas, Nevﬁda.

I mention these activities because I believe it is
important to pbint_out.that, while formal consulta@ion and
cooperation negotiations are only required to begin after a
candidate repository site is approved for site characterization,

}consultation and éooperation are everyday activities and are the
responsibility =-- DOE's responsibility, the States' and Indian -
Tribes' responsibility -- of all the affecteé parties.

N\

FY 1988 BUDGET REQUEST

The FY 1988 funding level required to carry out the program
as described in the draft Mission Plan amendment is estimated to
be-$725 million. However, the actual funding level requested in
DOE's FY 1988 budget was $500 million: This level is based upon
the recognition that Congressional direction provided in the FY
1987 Continuing Resolution indicated the need ;o interact with
cOﬁgress and to address external issues before moving at the pace
we believe is necessary. |

Authorization for the higher funding level ($725 million)
is appropriate and consistent with the program presénted in the
draft Mission Plan Amendment and outlined in the FY 1988 funding
estimate. Th;refore,.an amendment to the FY 1988 budget request
is planned to be submitted to provide the required funding to
carry oﬁt the program as described in the funding estimate. We
seek your approval of the revised Mission Plan to p;oﬁide

direction concerning submissions of the FY 1988 budget amendmeht.



The FY 1988 budget request will provide for extensive site
charactérization activities, including the start of exploratory
shaft construction, and intensive engineeriﬁg tésts and analyses
to support the waste package and repository designs for the
first repository. Actual explorétory shaft construction is
planned to commence in FY 1988 at two of the three candidate
repository sites approved by the President on May 28, 1986, for
site characterization.

Table 3 reflects a possible FY 1988 allocation of $500
million by task, within the Nuclear Waste Fund program. This
allocation is currently under review to identify adverse impacts,
which would result from a $500 million FY 1988 funding level.
Efforts to minimize these impacts could result in a change to
this preliminary allocatien.

-If only $500 million were appropriated in FY 1988, the
revised program schedule, and planned accomplishmenﬁs deVeloped |
in support of the Draft Mission Plan Amendment would not be
achievéd.v Listed below, by program, are the specific
accomplishments which would be delayed.’

First Repository

The exploratory shaft construction at the tuff and basalt
sites would be delayed:; final design of the exploratory shaft at
the saltAsite~would be delayed; the intensive surface-based site
characterization activities would be rgduced by 50 percent at all
three sites; and the waste package and repository advanced
conceptual design would be delayed. These delays would result in
a slip in the schedule contéined in the draft Mission Plan



Amendment of a minimum of € months. Additionally, financial
. assistance to affected States and Indian T:ibes may be impacted.

Second Repository

The cooperative international activities in support of the-'
second repository program would be slowed.

Monitored éetrievable Storage (MRS)

The opefation of the MRS, if authorized as proposed, is
linked to the construction authorization for the first repository
which would be further delayed by a funding reduction to the
$500 million level. The MRS schedule would, -therefore, slip past.
- the first quarter of the 1998 deadline to begin acceptance of
spent fuel and high-level waste.

Trahsportation and Systems Integration

Transportation activities and cask procurement would be

delayed approximately one year.

FIRST REPOSITORY

Last May, I nominated five sites in Mississippi, Nevada,
Texas, Utah and Washington as suitable for characterization and
recommended to the President three of those sites for
characterization as candidates for the first repository. The
three sites are: she Yucca Mountain site in Nevada, the Deaf
Smith COunty site in Texas and the Hanford site in Washington.
The President approved my recommendation.

With the President's approval of the three sites to
characterize, we have finally passed beyond the crucial decision
of where to focus our repository siting efforts. That action |

formally marked the beginning of site characterization and



represented a major milestone in development of the Nation's
nuclear waste disposal system.

Site characterization will take approximately six or seven

years, dependinq on the site.‘

F The experience gained in achieving the import;nﬁ milestone
of approval of sites for characterization, and advances in the
technical planning of thé program, have ‘led us to reassess the
program and schedule for the first repositofy. The new schedule
-- as presented in the draft Mission Plan Améhdment -= shows a
S-year extension of the date for the acceptance of waste at the
first repository, from 1998 to 2003. Table 4 attached to my
statement shows the current schedulé fbr the first repository as
compared to the schedule contained in the 1985 Mission Plan.

There are several reasons for the near-term extension.

Among then aré: _.

o The additional time it took to meet the initial
milestones in the NWPA, including optional steps taken to
enhance State and Indian Tribe involvement;

o The recognition that more time should be provided in the

| future for consultation and interaction with the States,
affected Inéian Tribes, and other parties; and

o The recognition tﬁat more technical information is
needed than was previously anticipated.

Since the NWPA was passed, and given the éontrgversial

nature of the program, many parties have insisted that the
schedule s#ecified in the ict was not realistic and not

achievable. ‘It has been pointed out on many occasions that the



schedule and the siting process are not reconcilable -- that to
achieve one, it would be necessary to sacrifice the other.

DOE has attempted to meet both objectives and has developed
an aggressive schedule that would have permitted the first
repository to begin accepting waste in Jannary l¢98. However, at
the same time, Mr. Rusche and I have insisted that'the‘schedule
not be allowed to prevail at the expense of technical excellence
and public participation. |

We now recognize that more information, more consultation
and more time are required in the near-term to ensure public
confidence in and development of the first repository for long-
term (permanent) disposal. We remain optimistic in our planning
but realize that, for many early actions, we-underestimated the
time.required. Furthermore, the revised schedule recognizes the
potential for contingencies that are yet to appear.

The S5-year extension for startup operations at the first
repository, therefore, requires a reevaluation of the waste
acceptance strategy. Based on our reevaluation, we believe that
the most advantageous course includes the development of a
Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) facility. And, as presented
in the draft amendment, DOE believes it can start accepting waste
for disposal in 1998 through the development of an MRS facility,
which I will discuss in a moment.

Although we had planned to begin exploratory shaft
construction at one or two of the sites this fiscal year,
Congress, in the appropriation for the waste program for Fiscal
Year 1987, specified that no funds are to be used for drilling
any exploratory shaft at any site in FY 1987. However, Congress



did allow for other site-specific work to be conducted at reduced
funding levels, and we are proceeding with these allowable
characterization activities during this year.

| The current activities at or related specifically to each
of the candidate sites include the following:

o At the Nevada site, land access is beingipursued with
other Federal agencies.

o At the Washington site, site plans are proceeding for
hydrology tests that will precede exploratory shaft
drilling. |

° At the site in Texas, DOE is proceeding with its plans
for obtaining access to the iand. In late February, we
met with property owners and held public meetings in
Texas near the Deaf Smith County candidate site to
describe project activities, studies and land access
plans for the site and to answer questions. In
addition, about 10 people from the DOE Salt Repository
Project offices and the support contractor have moved
from offices in Columbus, Ohio, to_temporary office
trailers placed on land leased by DOE near Vega,'Texas.
Since March 2, they have been available on a daily .
besis to respond to questions about job and contracting
opportunities for local people and to assist in
locating permanent office facilities for the project.
Texes,_unlike the Nevada and Washington candidate
sites, has had no DOE office for this program located

near the site or in tne State.:



Table 5 contains avbreakdown of the FY 1987 budget request
and appropriations (P.L. 99-591). The chart showsvthe amounts
specifically requested and how they were allocated for each of
the three candidate sites for the first repository.

Of the $725 million estimated to be necessary to carry out
the proéram in FY 1988 as described in the draft Mission Plan
Amendment, $525 million is estimated for first repository

activities as shown previously in Table 1.

SECOND REPOSITORY

on Méy 28, 1986, following the announcement of the
President's appr¢val of three sites for characterization as
candidates for the first repository and based on a number of
féctors, I announced that site-specific workvfor identifying new
candidates for a second repository was postponed indefinitely.
The basis for this decision, which is discussed in the draft
.Mission Plan Amendment, includes declining projections of the
rates at which spent fuel will be discharged from commercial
nuclear power plants, progress in siting the first repository and
confidence in findihg suitable sites among the three sites
approved by the President for characterization. It alsc reflects
the advantaqef to be gained from the experience of the first
- repository, the expectation of Congressional approval for the MRS
facility, and responsiple fiscal management.

Since that decision and with circulation of the Draft
Mission Plan Amendment, many issues havé been raised and much
discussion, comment and thirteeﬁ legislative proposals have

resulted.
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I want to clarify, with fegard to our decision, the
following points: I have stated that "indefinite
postponement" does not mean "cancellation.® DOE has not
abandoned a second repository. .

When making the announcement I thought, based on the
factors I mentioned earlier, that it was apéropriate to leave
the specific timeline for site-specific work open-ended. It has
- now become clear to me that leaving it open-ended has in itself

led to confusion regarding our intent. ‘
| To clarify our intent and for planning purposes, my
statement includes a revised timeline for milestones related to
siting a second repository. I believe it is impoftant to point
out that the schédule has changed many times since passage of
the NWPA; and, as we progress tﬁrough.the development of the
firstvrepository, I would suspect. that additional adjustments
may have»to be made from time to time.. However, through the
many opportunities for dialogue -- formal and informal -- with
Members of Congress and others, as we progress through the
program and as conditions change (such as spent fuel
projections), there will continue to béAopportﬁnities fof
Congressional direction and oversight. |

zggig 6 of my statement provides a schedule for second
repository activites based on réquirements,of-the SWPA, 1985
Mission Plan, schedules in the FY 1986 and FY 1987 budget

11



requests, and estimated scheduleélbased on considerations of the
Draft Mission Plan Amendment.

DOE remainé fully committed to a two repository system and
to carrying out the intent of Congress. The'specific requirement
related to the second repository is stated in the NWPA in terms
of the maximum amount of spent fuel that the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission can allow to be emplaced in the first repository unﬁil
a second repository is in operation. The NWPA sets this figure
at 70,000 metric tons.

Under the revised schedule for the first repository, this
limit would be reached sometime after the year 2025 if the
annual rate of waste emplacement is 3,000 metric tons. The
experience of siting the first repository suggests that site-
specific screening leading to the identificﬁtion of potentially
acceptable sites should start about 25 years before the staft of
waste acceptance for disposal at the second repository. |
Therefore, to have the second repository available by about 2025,
site-specific studies need not start until the mid- to late
1990s, as presented in the schedule in Table 6.

For second repository activity, the FY 1987 funding level
of $19.8 million and the FY 1988 request for $24 million
(Table lj provide for non-site-specific»teéhnical studies in
alternative g;oloqic media to determine their suitability for
hosting.a second geologic repository. This represents
essentially level.funding between FY 1987 and FY 1988 since
postponemeht of site-specific activities resulted in a FY 1986
savings'of $3.2 million which was carried forward into FY 1987.

12



A significant porﬁion of these studies is expected to involve
cooperative efforts with other countries.

Should Congress not approve this fiscal year the program
laid'oﬁt in the draft Mission Plan Amendment for second
repository activities, DOE would go back and review the more than
60,000 comments received on the Draft Area Récommeﬁdation Report
issued in January 1986 and issue a final Ar;a Recommendation
Report which would formally identify.lz sites for field work
leading to consideration as candidates for.a second'repository;
An additional $60 million would be required in FY 1988 for this

work.

MONITORED RETRIEVABLE STORAGE

The NWPA (Section 141) directs DOE to complete a study of
the need for and feasibility of a Monitored Retrievable Storage
(MRS) facility, and to submit to Congress a proposal for the
construction of one or more MRS fﬁcilities, .After being enjoined
from submitting the MRS proposal to Congress for more than a
year, a Supreme Court ruling allowed us to‘submit it on March 31,
1937. Our proposal, as required by the NWPA, includes a program"
for siting, development, construction and operatién-of an MRS
facility, should Congress approve its constructionj a plan for
funding the construction and operation of such a facility; and a
plan for 1ntegtating such a facility into the overall Federal '
waste management system. .

We continue to believe that an MRS facility should be an
integral part of the waste panagement system. As described in
our proposal, it would substantially enhance the waste management

program and capabilities at an incremental cost of less than five
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percent of the total program costs and would provide greater
assurance that we could begin receivihg waste in 1998.

We believe that an MRS, centrally located to the majority .
of the spent fuel generated, would enhance the disposal system
by receiving and consolidating the spent fuel prior to shippihg
to the repository.

The proposal submitted to Congress is accompanied by
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and Environmental Protection Agency
comments, as well as the State and local community group
comments.

In our proposal, we recommend that Congress:

o Approve the construction of an MRS facility at,Clinch

River near Oak Ridge, Tennessee;
-] Limit_the storage capacity at the MRS facility to
15,000 metric tons of spent fuel;

o Preclude waste acceptance by the MRS facility until a
construction authorization for the first repository is
received from the NRC; '

o Direct DOE to implement measures responsive,to the
concerns and recommendations of thelstate and local
_governments: and

o Direct DOE to implement the program plan.aecompanying
the proposal.

The expenditures for the MRS program from the time of
Congressional approval until the facility becomes operational
are estimated at approximately $907 million, of which
approximately $710 mill;on would be used for construction. The

annual pperating costs for the facility, which would empldy abeut
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600 workers, would be approximately $73 million, not including
financial assistance and tax-equivalence payments. The estimates
are higher for the initial years of operation, when up to 1600
sealed storage casks must be fabricated, and lower in the later
years, when the MRS facility stops receiving spent.fuel and is
only shipping spent fuel in cannisters to the repoéitory.
Decommissioning would cost approximately $83 million. Theseladd
up to a total construction, operation, and decommissioning cosi
of about $3 billion. ,

The net cost to the total system is about $1.5.bi;lion
because.of savings at the repository and in the transportation
system. The costs borne by the utility rate payers would be
offset by savings in at-reactor storage costs; these costs would
be avoided because an MRS facility would allow DOE to accept
spent fuel at an earlier time and,-undér certain scenaribs, it is
possible that the addition of an MRS facility would result in net
cost savingé to the overall systém. For eiample,,it has been
estiﬁated that the deployment of an MRS facility consistent with
the Draft_Missioh Plan Amendment would preclude the need for
additional storage capability at more than 15 reactor sites and
could offset more than 10,000 MTU of at;:eactorAétérage. This
inctemental at-reactor storage is estimated to cost $100,000 per
metric ton, which would result in a savxngs of at least §1
billion at the reactor sites. The financial costs: of adding an
MRS facility are considered small in comparison with the
benefits.

From the time of Congressional approval to completioh_of

construction of the MRS, it is estimated that 10 years are
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required. Table 7 provides a timeline of the major milestones
and program elements involved in the MRS deployment schedule.
should Congress approve proceeding with an MRS facility, we
are committed to seeking immediately to enter into a formal
Consultation and Cooperation Agreement with the host State.

The FY 1987 allocation of $20 million had assumed |
congressional authorization to proceed; howevef, only $352,000
has been expended through the first half of FY 1987.

The FY 1988 funding estimate of $58 million for the MRS
program assumes Congressional approval to proceed with activities

that are critical to the deployment of an MRS faoility.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION

As you requested in your letter of invitation, the following
is a brief statement of our initial position on Senate Bills
§.621, S.642, S.833, and S5.839.

With respect to both S.621 and S.642, which would
essentially amend the NWPA by removing the requirement to site,
construct and operate a second repository, the Department does
not at this time either support or oppose the Bills. We are in
the process of reviewing the potential implications of them on
the waste progranm. | '

'5.833, regarding the prohibition of transporting waste
through urbanized areas, the Department opposes, since the
ﬁransportation safety record developed over the'past yearo has
demonstrated conclusively that spent fuel and high-level waste

can be shipped safely even through ultra-urban'areas. E
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Regarding 5;839, which essentially provides financial
incentives, the Department believes that its approach may havé
‘merit, since it appears to have well thought out funding
advantages and addresses some valid issues in implementing the
NWPA. However, because it is currently under policy review

within the Department, we do not yet have a formal position.

NUCLEAR WASTE FUND

In April 1983, DOE adopted a fee of one mill (one-tenth of a
cent) per kilowatt hour charged to utilities for all ﬁuclear-
generated electricity beginning April 7, 1983, as specified in
‘the NWPA. This fee is referred to as an "on-going fee." 1In
addition, spent fuel or ﬁigh-level waste generated prior to that
date is subject to a fee equivalent to an average charge of one
mill per kilowatt hour. This fee is referred to as a "one-time
fee." For the "one-time fee," utilifies had until June 1985 to
‘decide on one of three pgyment options. Those wno:chose to pay
in 6ne lump sum by June 1985, to save interést charges, made .
payments totalling more than $1.4 billion. This représents more
thanvhalf of the one-time fee liability of approximately $2.3
billion for civilian nuclear waste in existence prior to April 7,
1983. Additionally, quarterly one-time fee feceipts have
totalled approximately $¢ million between Jﬁly 1985 and March
1987.A

Thg‘status of the revenues, including intgrest earned on

investments and expenditures to date, is shown in Table 8.
- With fega:d to the status of the defense waste fee, on.
April 30, 1985, the President determined that there was no basis

for the establishment of a separate‘repository for'dispQSal of
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defense high-level waste and that the Secretary should proceed
promptly with arrangements for the use of one or more of the
repositories to be developed under the Act.

On December 2, 1986, DOE published a Notice of Inquiry (NOI)

‘in the Federal Register that described the proposed method for

calculating the fee for defense high=-level ﬁaste. 'Following the

60-day comment period, comments were received from 26 sources.
The comments are now being evaluated by DOE's Offices of

Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) and Defense

"Programs, and a final Federal Register Notice is planned for
early this summer.
The primary concerns expressed by the commentors were:
(1) that full cost would be recovered for the disposal of
‘ defense high~level waste considering the time value of
money: A
(2) a concern that a rulemaking procedure should be used
for determination of fee calculation methodology and
bayment schedule; ' |
(3) the lack of a payment schedule in the NOI;
(4) the equitability of the relative quantitiesrbf civilian
- and defense waste; and, .
(S5) the-methed propésed for sharing common fixed costs,
such as development and engineéring. '
All comments are being carefully considered. After the fee
'~ calculation methodology has been finalized, OCRWM and Defense
Programs will develop a Memorandum of Understanding that will
include plans for reQuesting the appropriation of funds to pay
the cost of dispcsai‘ofvdefense high-level waste. |
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 CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my remarks. I would be happy
“to respond to any questions you may have and, with your

~ permission, I may call on Mr. Rusche for more details.
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TABLE 1

FY 1988 CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
NUCLEAR WASTE FUND '
($in Thousands)

FY 1987 -~ FY 1988
Approp. Request
NUCLEAR WASTE FUND
Repository Development : '
o First Repository $307,44¢€ $525,044
© Second Repository 19,800 24,000
ZMonitored Retrievable Storage 20,000 58,000
Transportation and Systenms
Integration 26,000 63,043
Progran Management and | ‘
Technical Support 46,754 54,913
79,000 a/ -
TOTAL | ' $499,000 $725,000
Less 225,000 b/
?Y'IQSB'CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET REQUEST $500,000
&/ Not currently avallable. Availability. is subject to
- satisfactory completion of the terms contained in the:
Continuing Resolution, P.L. 99-500 and P.L. 99-591.
b/ The funding level required to carry out the program as

described in the Department of Energy's budget and in this
statement and shown in the draft amendment to the Mission’
Plan is estimated to be $725 million. The President's
request is based upon the recognition that Congressional -
direction provided in the FY 1987 Continuing Resolution
indicated the need to interact with Congress and to resolve

external issues before moving forward as planned. A request .

for a higher funding level would be appropriate presuming
satisfactory resolution of these issues. Therefore, upon
satisfactory resolution, an amendment to the FY 1988 budget
will be submitted to provide the required funding to carry
out the program described herein.



v U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY .
- OFFICE OF CIVILIAN RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT
EXISTING COORDINATING GROUPS

The following coordinating groups are currently in existence and
supported by their own charters: v

o Site Characterization Plan COordinating Committee

o Geoscience Coordinating Group |

o Repository Coordinating Group

o Waste Package Coordinating Group

o Performance Asseéssment Coordinating Group

o Licensing Coordinating Group

o Quaiity Assurance Coordinating Group

o Transportation Coordinating Group |

o Institutional Affairs Coordinating Group

o Project Management Coordinating Gtcup

° OCRWM Information Resources Management cOordinating Group

o Environmental COordinating Group




NUCLEAR WASTE FUND 4
FY 1988 ALLOCATION BASED ON $500 MILLION
($ in Millions)

First Repository | $357.0¢9
Second Repository 16.55
Monitored Retrievable Storage 39.50
Transportation and Systehs Integration 42.95
Program Management and Technical Support 43.91

TOTAL ' $500.00




1.

10.

*

TABLE 4

NUCLEAR WASTE POLICY ACT MILESTONES

COMPARISONS WITH NWPA, JUNE 1985 MISSION PLAN, AND DRAFT

AMENDMENT TO THE MISSION PLAN

ACTIVITY NWPA
REQUIREMENT

Identify States.

w/ potentially

acceptable sites 4/7/83

State/Tribal

notification as to

being potentially

acceptable sites 7/7/83

Issue Siting

Guidelines 7/7/83

Issue Mission

Plan 5/84

Issue Environmental

Assessments -

1st Repository

Nomination/Recommendation
of sites suitable for
characterization 1/1/85
Presidential Approval

of sites -

Seek to enter into

C&C agreements 7/86

Issue SCP*s -

Initiate Construction
of Exploratory Shafts =-

185
MISSTON PLAN

12/84

11/85

11/85
1/86
3/86 tuff

3/86 ‘basalt
10/86 salt

86 tuff
86 basalt
87 salt

3rd Qt.
3rd Qt.
3rd Qt.

and Umatilla Indian Tribes in mid 1983

'mid-87

'4th.Qt;'89

1987 DRAFT
AMENDMENT

mid-87 tuff
basalt
1lst Qt.88 salt

88 tuff
88 Dbasal
: salt

2nd Qt.
3rd Qt.-

Informal C&C negotiations were initiated with the state of Washington



(TABLE 4, cont'd)

- 11.

12.

13.

14.

15,

l6.

17.

18.

19.

20.

ACTIVITY NWPA
REQUIREMENT

Testing to support

DEIS complete -

Issue FEIS -

President recommends
site to Congress 3/31/87

Site designation
effective 5/91

Submit License
Application to

NRC -
NRC. issues

Construction :
Authorization -

Initiate Repository
Construction -

NRC issues License
for Phase 1
Operations -

Phase 1 Repository
Operations begins --

Phase 2 Repository
Operations begins -

1985
MISSION PLAN

12/89

12/90
3/91

5/91
5/91

8/93
8/93
12/97
1/98

2/01

1987 DRAFT
AMENDMENT

1st

lst
lst
4th
4th

ist

1st

lst

1lst

1st

ist

2nd

Qt.
Qt.
Qt.

Qt.

Qt.

Qt.

Qt.

Qt.

Qt.

Qt.

Qt.

Qt.

‘92 tuff

93 basalt
93 salt
1994

1994

1985 .

1995

1998

1998

2003

2003

2006



FY 1987 BUDGET
NUCLEAR WASTE FUND
($ in Millions)

FY 1987 ,
Congressional FY 1987 Percent
Request Appropriation Change
First Repository ,
Basalt ' $179.8 $110.2" -39
Tufg 176.5 105.4 =40
salt 185.5 66.3 ~-64
Technical Support ————— 25.3 -
Subtotal 541.8 307.4 -43
Second Repository 19.8 19.8 et
Monitored Retrievable Storage 46.0 20.0 -57
Transportation and _
Systems Integration 33.4 26.0 -21
Program Management and
Technical Support 69.5 46.8 - =33
TOTAL $710.5 §420.0 -41
NOTE: —If the $79 million becomes available, $73 miilion will

be allocated to the First Repository and $6 million to
Transportation and Systems Integration.




TABLE 6

NUCLEAR WASTE POLICY ACT MILESTONES
SECOND REPOSITORY
COMPARISONS WITH NWPA, FY 1986 BUDGET REQUEST,
JUNE 1985 MISSION PLAN, FY 1987 BUDGET REQUEST,
IF MISSION PLAN AMENDMENT APPROVED,
IF MISSION PLAN AMENDMENT NOT APPROVED

If MISSION PLAN

1985 AMENDMENT
NWPA FY 86 MISSION FY 87 Not
Requirement Bud.Reg. PLAN Bud.Req. Approved Approved
Begin National ' .
Survey .- .- 1981 ... 1995
Complete National
Survey .e- --- 4/83 .-- 1997
Issue Draft
Regional Geologic/
Environmental
Characterization
Reports Ceee .- 5/83 .e- 1999
Issue Draft
Region-to-Area
Screening
Methodology .- .- 9/84 .- - 2000

Issue Revised

Draft Geologic/

Environmental

Characterization

Reports

Issue Final
Region-to-Area
Screening
Methodology

Issue Final
Geologic/
Environmental

--- 12/846  12/84 .- .-

cee 4/85 4/85 4/85 2001

Characteriza-tion

Reports

.- 7/85  7/85 9/85 2001



(TABLE 6, cont’'d.)

If MISSION PLAN

1985 AMENDMENT
NWPA FY 86 MISSION FY 87 Not
Requirement Bud.Req. PLAN Bud.Reg. Approved Approved

Issue Draft Area
Recommendation
Report .es 11/85 1/86 1/86 2002
Begin review of
more than 60,000
comments received e --- .- .e= .- 10,87
Complete review
of comments --- .e- .-- R 2002 10/88
Issue Final Area
Recommendation
Report .. 5/85 5/86 11/86 2003 12/89
Issue Final Area .
Characterization
Plan .- 9/86 12/86 11/87 2003 12/89
Begin area field : ,
investigations .= 9/86 12/86 11/87 2003 1990
Identify potentially ,
acceptable sites --- -ae TBD 11/86 2003 1990
Complete area field
investigations .- .- 1/90 .-- 2007 1994
Issue final environ- :
mental assessments .-- .- 9/91 .e- 2007 1994
Nominate and recommend
sites for

characterization 7/1/89 7/91 10/91 1993 2007 1994

President approves’

recommended sites

for characteri-

zation .-- --- 12/91 .-- 2007 1994



(TABLE 6, cont’'d.)
If MISSION PLAN

1985 AMENDMENT
NWPA FY 86 MISSION FY 87 Not
Requirement Bud.Req. PLAN Bud.Req. Approved Approved
Issue initial site
characterization o _
plans .e- .-- 1/93 - 2008 1995
Request Congressional
approval for :
construction .e- --- 6/93 .- 2008 1995
Initiate Construction _
of Exploratory Shafts --- .-- 6/93 .- 2008 1995
Issue Final EIS .- --- 12/93 --- 2016 2001
President recommends
site to Congress 3/31/90 1997 3/98 1999 2016 2001
Site designation ‘
effective .e- --- 5/98 --- 2017 2002
Submit license
application to NRC --- 1997 5/98 --- 2017 2002
NRC issues
Construction '
Authorization .- 1999 8/2000 --- 2020 2005
Initiate 2nd
repository
construction --- - 8/2000 -—- 2020 2005
NRC issues '
License for A
Operations .e- --- 5/2006 .- 2023 2010

Begin operations .-- --- 6/2006 --- 2023 2010



Yoars After 1 2 a 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 n 12
Program Stert
Months from ’ '
Program Stant 0 6 12 18 24 30 36 42 4B 54 60 86 72 78 84 90 96 102 108114 120 126 132 138 144
YT Iy vy T F VY Y Yy Ty vy fryr vy ryr oy rryrreyrey
MAJOR MILESTONES [Congressionet M ™ Onnniot st
Appw\‘ul p [v]
Begin Field Data
PROGRAM ELEMENTS | conection for ) .
Envi 9 | Comptote Envi 1ot Rapon ¥
Environmental Q Repon'® | "o I l l r——-’ = Critical Path I
Evatuations . Complete Licenss Application Design Input
tont
Design Comptete ‘;n:un f”l:
C V! #
Deasign e | plste Design
. EIS d UL e R d
Regulatory trom NRC
Compliance Submit Licen '
Application Complete
Begin Site Construction
. Preparation
Construction i Complete Cold
Begin Cold Systems Testing
Systems ‘l’nlm\e
Training and "9;“ Opaerator 'I:i:'.'l'.'.';:.'..
Tasting e Receive Spent Fuel ‘ Demonstration
Begin Operationsl
o i Demonstration (b)
peration Facility Stert Fult ]
Sign Consultetion snd Operations! Scale
. Cooperation Ag ] . . . . . Opevations
Institutional Q | | -
Interactions Management Conteol
System Enublichlod
Program v’__g Award Mejor Contrect(s)
Management .
T T T N T TN AT N fETHE S YT R Ry FEwE BWwwe e

“'The precise nature of this document will ba dependent on the provisions of any authorizing legisiation.

®'The shipment of spent fuel to the MRS facility is contingent upon receipt of a construction authorization for the .
first repository. The revised schedule for the first repository in the Draft Mission Plan Amendment contemplates
receipt of such authorization by the first quarter of 1998. )

TABLE 7 - MRS Deployment Schedule




TABLE &

NUCLEAR WASTE FUND

REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES
(Through March 31, 1987)

(Dollars in billions)

o Revenues

- Oon-Going Fee $1.35

- One-Time Fee 1.44

- Interest Earned .25

TOTAL Revenues 3.04

o Expended 1.38
o Anmount Paid for Purchase .

of Investment Portfolio 1/ 1.66
o Equipment Assets 0.03

BALANCE 1.69
1/ The market value of a portfolio represents the proceeds that

would be expected if the portfolio were to be liquidated at
a point in time. As of March 31, 1987, the market value of
the Nuclear Waste Fund portfolio was $1.72 billion.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcomﬁittee:

I appreciaté the opportunity to appear.before you today to
discuss activities related ﬁo site'characterization of candidate
sites for the Nation's first geologic repository for spent
nuclear fuel and high-level radiocactive waste.

As you requested in your letter of invitation, I will focus
my testimony on site characterization plans, the strategy for
resolving technical issues raised by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) during site characterization, plans for
interacting with the National Academy of Sciences during site
characterization and our strategy for assuring technical

excellence through each step.

VOn May 28, 1986, the President approved the Secretary of
Energy's recommendation of three sites for characterization as
candidates for the Nation's first geologic repository for spent
fuel ‘and high-level waste. The three sites are: the Yucca
Mountain site in Nevada, the Deaf Smith County site in Texas and
the Hanford site in the state of Washington.

This was a major milestone in implementation of the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982 (NWPA) and marked the beginning of the
site characterization phase. Reaching this'stége of
determination permits us to proceed to investigate thoroughiy,
evaluate and compare geolcgic, environmental, transportation and
safety factors at each of the three sites.

Prior to the nomination and recommendation of sites for

characterization and through extensive field studies and analysis



of tens of thousands of pages of documentation, bOE determined
that all of the 9 potentially acceptable siﬁes formally
identified in February 1983 were qualified for further study
based on the siting guidelines developed and concurred in by the
Nuclear Requlatory Commission (NRC).

The selection of sites for nomination and recommendation was
borne out of an extensive technical effort through which draft
environmental assessments were prepared on each of the 9
potentially acceptable sites to analyze and evaluaﬁe available
data relevant to the suitability of sites. A subsequent anaiysis
entitled, Multiattribute Utility Analysis of Sites Nominated for
Characterization for the First Radioactive Waste Repository =-- A
Decision-Aiding Methodology (DOE/RW-0074), was developed and
finalized by DOE to aid in gaining insight into the aftributes of
the five nominated sites. Tﬁe suitability and application of
this methodology was reviewed and commented on by the National
Académy of séienées.

.The decision-aiding methodology was a refinement of one of
several methods proposed in the draft environmental assessments
in 1984.. It utilized the data and analyseslin the environmental
assessments in a decision process that allowed disaggregation of
a compiex set of objectives into component parts for evaluation
and then reaggregation to determine both a composite ranking of
the nominated sites and additional significant information
relevant to determining an initial order of preference.

In addition, DOE considered the provisions in the siting
guidelines for diversity of geohydrologic séttings»and diversity

of rock types in arriving at a final order of preference. Based



on these considerations, the Secretary cetermined the set of
three sites for recommendation as candidate sites for
characterization, which he recommended to the President. 1In
addition, pursuant to the requirements of Section

114 (f) of the NWPA, the Secretary made a pfeliminary
determination that those three sites are suitable for development
as geoclogic repositories consistent with the siting guidelines.

NRC has subsequently provided comments on the site '
selections, but while numerous concerns have been identified by
NRC staff relative to each site, their concerns are of the nature
anticipated at any site for which the existing database is
limited. Such concerns we believe can only be addressed through
the characterization process which was wisely established by the
NWPA. |

The purpose of site characterization is to collect the
extensive geologic and environmental data that are necessary to
evaluate the suitability of a site for development as a
repository; to develop site-spécific desighs'both for a
repository and for the waste package to be emplaced in the
repository; to prepare an environmental impact statement; and to
develop the information necessary for a construction
‘authcrizaticn for a repository from NRC.

Site characterization will take five-cc-seven years,
depending on-the‘site. It consists of surface-based field
studies, construction of an exploratory shaft facility and the
detailed tests conducted below surface in that facility.

Surface-based field studies will involve data collection

activities, such as geologic mapping, seismic surveys and



hydrologic studies, as well as subsurface investigations
conducted by deep and shallow boreholes thaf will be used for
groundwater monitoring, core extraction, laboratory testing, and
stratigraphic, tectonic, geochemical and geohydrologic studies.

Site characterization will also involve studies conducted in
the candidate host rock in exploratory-shaft.facilities.
Exploratory shaft facilities provide access to detailed study of
the potential host rock and will consist of: . _

(1) two exploratory shafts that will pfovide for access to
the host rock, for the transport of people and equipment and. for
ventilation;

(2) underground testing areas; and,

(3) surface facilities needed to support construction and
testing.

Exploratory shafts will be sunk to approximately the level
where the underground facilities of a repositofy ﬁould be built
-- 1,000 to 4,000 feet below surface depending'on the site. At
this level, the shafts will be connected to one another and td
undgrground testing areas. The shafts and the undefground
'testing areas will be used to conduct tests and make observations
and measurements of site conditions. ‘The surface-based tests
will continue dﬁring the construction of exploratory shafts and
will be continued in the exploratory shaft facility. ‘

Although we had planned to begin e#ploratory shaft
construction at one or two of the sites thi; fiscal year,
Congress, in the appropriation for the waste program for Fiscal
Year 1987, specified that no funds are to be used for drilling

any exploratory shaft at any site in FY 1987. However, Congress



did allow for site-specific work, other than exploratory shaft
drilling, to be conducted at reduced funding levels.

The current activities at or related specifically to each of
the candidate sites, include the following: |

o At the Nevada site, land access is being pursued with
other Federal agencies. |

o At Washington, site plans are proceeding for hydrology
tests that will precede exploratory shaft drilling. |

o At the site in Texas, DOE is proceeding with its plans
for obtaining access to the land, and has established an office
of about.lo DOE and contractor personnel from our DOE Columbus,
Ohio, Salt Office. Unlike the Nevada and Washington candidéte
sites, there has been no DOE office for this prdgram located near

the site or in the State.

Site Characterization Plans

Another major effort associated with site characterization
is the preparation of a plan for characterizing each site. This
plan--called a site characterization plan (éCP) is a major and
intensive effort. The scope and magnitude of this effort can be
gauged from the site-characterization plans now being prepared .
for publicaﬁion: in each plan, the description of the o
characterization program alone covers several thouéand pages.

Copies of eaéh draft éhapter are being shared with NRC, the .
States, and Indian Tribes as they become available. : “
The NWPA requires that such a plan for any candidate site be
prepared, made available to the public, and that a publié hearing
be held by DOE in the vicinity of a candidate site before o
proceéding to sink the exploratory shafts at the site.



The SCPs are key documents and of major importance to States,
Indian Tribes and the public -- as well as to NRC and to us.

The SCPs will provide a thorough status of what is known
about the sites, describe the conceptual designs for the
“repository and was;e package, identify neceésary additional
information requirements and present plans for obtaining all
such information that is needed to éupport siting,
licenéing and design. The DOE is currently engaged in has an
intensive effort of developmenﬁ and review of the SCPs for all
three repository sites. This development is proceeding extremely
well and is leading to extensive and high quality documents which
carefully detail the logic for the data collection and evaluation
procedures that wiil be needed to assure careful site
characterization. The SCPs follow the Issues Hierarchy and issue
resdlntion strategy approach briefly outlined in the Draft
Mission Plan Amendment, (DOE/RW-0128), January, 1987, and covered

in greater detail in the Issues Hierarchy, For A Minéd Geologic

Disposal System, (OGR/B-10), September 1986. The intensive

effort underway will lead to issuance of the SCPs for the Nevada
andvWashington sites late this summer or early fall and for the
Texas site early next year.

There is intense interest in the SCPs, because they will
guide DOE during the site characterization phase until a license
application is submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
The SCPs and periodic progress reports that DOE will be making,
will have a crucial role in interactions with the NRC, and as
vehicles for presenting information to the States, Indian Tribes,

Congress, utilities and the public.



With regard to resolution of technical issues, the SCPs have
been written using the SCP Annotated Outline (Annotated Outline
for Site Characterization, Revision 1, OGR/B-5, March 1987) and
the Issues Hierarchy in a manner to identify the issues and
provide a rationale for their resolution. fhese issues are
addressed in detail in the SCPs. While preparing the SCPs, DOE
has met with NRC, States and Indian Tribes and reached agreement
on the scope, content and approach being used for the SCP. 1In
“addition, a meeting was held with the NRC in May 1986, in which
agreement was reached on the level of detail to provide in the
SCPs.

To assure that critical issues are beihg addressed, a number
of technical meetings with the NRC on selected topics have been
held or\&re being planned for the near future. Meetings have |
been held with NRC, States and Indian Tribes to discuss the DOE
Issues Hierarchy and performance allocation.process, the
geohydrology testing program for the Hanford site'Beforev
-construction of the exploratory shaft and proposed’changes.to the
exploratory shaft facility at the Yucca Mountain site.

The technical issues raised by the NRC staff through their
comments on the ﬁnvironmental‘Assessments are being carefully and
systematically considered by DOE in developing the issue
resolution stfategies contained in the SCPs. |

Technical Issues raised by NRC

Resolution of specific technical issues raised by the NRC
staff is expected to occur through a wide range of frequent
interactions with NRC, the States and Indian Tribes. These will

include review of Topical Study Plans, topical reports containing
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site data ond results of design and performance analyses,
meetings on topical issues, on site observariou of testing and
technical coordinating group meetings. Semiannual progress
reports will be used to keep the NRC staff and others informed as
to the status of DOE plans and progress being made during site
characterization, including progress toward resolution of
technical issues, and will act as a directory to all the various
technical reports which will be issued during site‘
characterization.

After issuance, the SCPs, will be reviewed by the NRC
staff, affected parties, and public hearings will be heldand
comnents requested. The NRC has also agreed informally to
provide early comments of any exploratory-shaft related concerns
and; finally, NRC will provide detailed analysis and comment in
their Site Characterization aAnalysis report which will represent'
a comprehensive statement of the technical issues of concern to .
NRC. The DOE is committed to consider all comments received and
issue a comment response document. DOE wili report on its site
characterization program through the semiannual prooress reports.
It is anticipated that meetings on difficult topical issues will
be held frequently with NRC, States and Indian Tribes as data
collection proceeds, and DOE expects that NRC will review and
provide comments on topical reports and other material provided
by DOE for ﬁechnical meetings. DOE will consider all comments
and will ottempt to reach closure on technioal issues throughout
the period of site characterization. DOE will document closure
on technical issues in the semiannual progress reports. DOE will

assure that all interactions are of the highest technical quality



and that input from all technical experrs is earefully
evaluatedand that the public is kept informed of progress.

Interactions with Panels of the National Academy of Sciences

With regard to interactions with panels of the National
Academy of Sciences (NAS) Board, the NAS Executive Commission
recently approved a draft proposal to establish three site-
specific panels to overview site characterization activities.

DOE welcomesvthe opportunity to continue to receive the
recommendations of the NAS. The DOE currently interacts with the
NAS on topical issues, for example, The National Committee for
Rock Mechanics, and will continue to encourage this ihteraction.
We will be working closely with the NAS to assure that they have
the information required to develop and implement their scope of
work for their independent technical review. We will develop

~ procedures in conjunction with the NAS that will assure ﬁhat
their appointed site-specific panels have t;ﬁely and complete
access to all plans and data available. We will also provide for
routine meetings and briefings as requested by NAS on individual
site-specific topical issues. NAS panel comments will be_fﬁlly
addreesed as site characterization activities proceed.

Technicalizxcellence

Assuring technical excellence during all aspects of the site
characterization process is the central focus of DOE's efforts.
DOE is preparing the SCPs using state-of-the art procedures, such
as the Issues Hierarchy and performance allocation process, and :
issues resolution strategy. The SCPs are being prepared by

technical experts who are being required to think through the




complete rationale for the process leading to the need for
specific data. These project offices plans are being reviewed by
a major DOE headﬁuarters task force and by independent peer

reviewers under a formal quality assurance process to assure the

technical integrity of the test program. Aé discussed, these

plans will undergo very external review by KRC, affected parties

and others, and their comments will be evaluated and incorporated

as appropriate.

The DOE plans to maintain this high level of revieﬁ’
throughout the completion of study plans, test prdcedures,
semiannual progress reports and laboratory,; field and design
éctivities. The pfocedures, summarized eariier, tﬁat wve are

putting in place, which include independent peer reviews within

DOE, external peer reviews by NAS and frequent and extensive

interacﬁicn with NRC, the States and Indian Tribes through
meetings, technical coordinating groups and hearings, assure
the technical excgllence of the program through each step of the
process. We are cohfident that the process we have in place
will lead to the highest quality site characterization effort

possible.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my remarks. I would be happy
to try to answer any specific questions you or members of the

Subcommittee may have at this time.
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