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U,4 TCONHA'UTES OF NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD MEETING
caim - . March '21, 1986

-86 APR ~14 lPii2 : 1:30 p.m.
EFSEC Hearings Room
Rowesix, Building #1

4224 Sixth Avenue S.E.
Lacey, Washington 98504

Board Members Present: WLI R,,rnrdf MAi WMA Prn~pel //A
Warren A. Bishop, Chair .J /LL Docket Ho. _
Dr. John Beare,'DSHS Designee PDR -.'
Curtis Eschels
Dr. Royston H. Filby, Water Research Cnter Designee
Phil Johnson, Ecology Designee L
Ray Lasmanis, DNR Designee'
Representative'Dick Nelson CM,623.SS&gj4AJ
Richard H. Watson (Ue~urn to

Others:

Robert Shirley, representingiSenator Al Williams

The meeting was called to order by Warren A. Bishop, Chair.

Mr. Bishop commented on the presentation yesterday by Ron Gerton,
Director, Environmental,- Safety,' Health and Quality Assurance Divi-

K) sion of the U.S. Department of Energy at Richland. Mr. Gerton des-
cribed the contents of approximately' 19,000 pages of data covering
40 years of radiation releases at the Hanford-Reservation. 'Follow-
ing the presentation,'Mr. Bishop announced the formation of a joint
review committee in response--to a request from;Governors Gardner and
Atiyeh. The Committee will be composed of three representatives
from the state of Oregon, three from the state of Washington, and
one each' from the Yakima Indian"Nation, the Nez'Perce Tribe,- and the
Confederated Tribes of the Umatillas. '(List of'members attached.)-

Mr. Bishop said Dr. Royston Filby,' Board Designee with the Nuclear
Radiation Center at Washingtbon'State University, was elected Chair
of the group, with Dr. Andrew Klein,'Department of Nuclear Engi-
neering,' Oregon State Universityk'Vice-Chair. Mr.' Bishop asked Dr.
Filby to outline briefly-the'approach'to-be taken by the Comnnmittee.

Dr. Filby said an organizational meeting was held'yesterday follow-
ing the presentation by Ron Gerton, USDOE. The task outlined in
Governor Gardner's-request as the overall goal of the Committee was
to evaluate past, present, and future environmental health impacts
of the Hanford radiation releases over the past 40 years. One of
the first actions of the Committee will be to determine exactly what
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this entails. He said there are obvious overlaps with other activi-
ties of the Board, as wellas outside committees, including the,,
Defense Waste Committee, the Centers for Disease Control study on
the epidemiological data and impacts, and possibly overlaps with
Congressional or other legislative review committees that might be
established.

It was decided in the meeting yesterday to divide the organization
of the Committee into two phases. The first phase would be an
organization or data-gathering stage and would be a review of the
massive data released by USDOE to determine the content, any missing
data, any extra data needed and evaluation of quality of data.

The first-�actionof.th& Committee was to suggest the preparation of
a grant�amendment to Lhe Nuclear Waste Board grant to cover the.
activities of this review. Secondly, he said,, the Committee decided
that�4iVen the fact that the} first phase would be an evaluation of
the- documentsit should be done in a relatively short time Period

- --by an-outside contractor.>Request to the staff, was made toprepare
a-draft- Request:.for: Proposa]s (RFP) to review the documentati6n.
The third actio'�Vt�ik�n was -to consider the formation of a Peer
Review Group,-- tobe formed with a group of five to ten scientists or
experts to review the activities of the Committee and its con- -

* tractors, either in phase i or Phase II. Phase II would be the
* actual determination of environmental and health impacts and the
preparation of recommendations and findings.

The Committee, regarded, it as absolutely essential that the Peer
Review Group be of the highest caliber in order to have credibility.
Dr. Filby said that although- the Committee would prefer that the
scientific experts be primarily, from the pacific Northwest, it was

* understood :that. there may not, be the requisite people with the right
backgrounds in the Northwest and it might be necessary to draw from
the scientific community nationwide. In this- respect, he requested
members, of the Board to- provide nominations of suitable candidates
for the Peer Review Group. These should be sent to Dr. Filby as
soon as. possible.

The Committee set up two subcommittees. which will be primarily con-
cerned with Phase I and should take from three to four months. One
subcommittee would screen the proposals received from contractors to
carry� out Phase I.of the study and make recommendations to the full
Committee. The second- subcommittee would review the nominations for
the Peer Review Group. and. prepare a short list for consideration by
the, full. Committee. . The time estimated for the selection of the:
contractor and the formationof the Peer Review Group. would be at.-
least two months. Then completion of Phase I should be accomplished
in six weeks to two months. -

-r
TheCommittee would then be ready to move intophase II, which would
identify necessary action to determine the health and environmental
effects of the releases.
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Mr. Husseman said the Office will be preparing an amendment to the
Nuclear Waste Board grant, as it was decided it would be administra-
tively easier to have a single reguest through the Board grant,
rather than to have each of the three tribes and the Board submit
separate requests. It will be understood that the contractor sel-
ected would be working for the nine-member committee as a whole,
which represents the three tribes and the states of Oregon and
Washington.

Representative Nelson said after hearing the presentation yesterday
and discussing it with others, he came to the conclusion that the
early releases were the primary issue. He said he thought itwas
indicated yesterday that the USDOE is not concerned' about the health
effects of those early releases ana statements contained conflicting
information. He said it had been stated that workers on the Reser-

K) vation probably were&t affected by the releases, and that would be
insured by the importation of th�ir'food. He thought that would not
be the same for those people living around the Reservation who could
have depended upon the food produced, both animal and vegetable, for
their sustenance. He expressed concern that an early understanding
of the potential dose-..those people may have received from their food
chain be reached. *He said he thought that was the responsibility of
the U.S. Department of Energy'and 'suggested the duty of USDOE to be
concerned about the health effects of those releases on that sur-
rounding population be explored with USDOE, to be shared with the
state. He said he thought USDOE had a responsibility to measure and
calculate the dose measurements of the off-site population during
those earlier years.

Dr. Filby thought Ron Gerton had said USDOE could not perform those
calculations on earlier releases. RepresentativeNelson thought he

K) had said they had not performed themand it washis impression that
the raw information was given and it would be up to the state to
determine if there was .any effect, 'as USDOE'did notthink there was
any. Dr. Filby said it would be .very useful for the Committee to
have this information and it might be appropriate for the Committee
to request this from USDOE...This would be a part of the Committee's
mission, he said, and an aspect:the.Committee should explore.

Dr. Beare said the expression from USDOE yesterday that credibility
was lacking on these earlier releases made it necessary for an out-
side body to look at.the information. He felt USDOE did not intend
to pursuethis because of thecredibility factor.

Representative-Nelson continued by saying he thought it was a moral
issue that the U.S. government.shouldface up to, and not the state.

Ray. Lasmanis said he hoped-the Committee's work will not only
explain what .happened,:but make �recommendations to the-U.S. Depart-
ment of 'Energy.on how to mitigate 'effects in anyground or water
that could be contaminated during'the1940's, as well asany'persons
who might have been affected.
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Mr. Bishop said �as the Committee proceeds, it will furnish periodic
reports to the Board.

Mr. Bishop acknowledged the presence of Representative Jolene
Unsoeld and Representative Dean Sutherland who were in the audience.

It was moved and seconded that the minutes of the February 21 meet-
ing be approved as published. Motion carried.

Correspondence

Mr. Husseman discussed briefly copies of correspondence contained in
the members' notebooks:

Letter of February 26 to Terry Husseman from O.L. Olson, Director
BWIP in Richland, in response to Mr. Husseman's letter of Febru-
ary 6, requesting names of technical contacts at USDOE headquarters
and contractors on the Hanford site, as well as the NRC contacts in
these technical areas. Mr. Olson's letter indicated that all con-
tacts must be made through USDOE and the state is not to be in dir-
ect contact with their contractors. NRC did provide a list of their
technical contacts. This item will be followed in ameeting next
week with various individuals in Richiand. Should Hanford be one of
the final three sites it will be vital to have face-to-face contact-
with people who are actually doing the work.

Letter addressed to Terry Husseman from William J. Purcell, Associ-
ate Director for Geologic Repositories, Office of Civilian Radio-
active Waste Management, conveying information about the briefing on

* the ranking methodology which took place that morning in Washington,
D.C. The state had been insisting on participation in the ranking

* methodology process and the right had been denied, but USDOE did KJ
offer to give the state and affected tribes a briefing before the
material was submitted to the National Academy of Sciences (NAS),
with the time to be set on a mutually-agreeable date. The following
letter to Secretary Herrington from the Board Chair expressed the -

state's concern that this briefing was not set on a mutually-
agreeable date and would not be a consultation, but merely a brief-
ing.

However, Charlie Roe,. Assistant Attorney General for the Board, was
in Washington, D.C. for a mark-up session on Price-Anderson. He
stayed over to attend the briefing that morning, along with Max
Power of the Institute. In talkingwith Charlie Roe as he was wait-
ing at the airport, Mr.; Husseman said Charlie did attend the brief-
ing �and said USDOE was still anticipating issuing the final Environ-
mental Assessment (EA) by the end of April. Next week USDOE will be
going to NAS to. meet with them for three days to present the mater-
ials on how they-have, in fact, applied the ranking methodology.
USDOE said that :if NAS has any serious concerns that they felt
needed a response, that would delay the issuance of the final EA.
Mr. Roe said he had specifically asked if the state could sitin at
least as observers next week, and the request was denied. Mr.
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Husseman said there wash not time for Mr. Roe to expand on the
details of the briefing, but he will have a full report which will
be distributed to the Board when Mr. Roe returns.

The last letter in the notebooks.from Governor Gardner, to the Board
Chair, requested formation of a review group consisting of repre-
sentatives from the state of Oregon and the affected tribes. The
results of this request were discussed earlier in the meeting.

Handed put at the meeting was a letter from Senator Gorton to
Secretary Herrington urging the USDOE to reconsider its refusal to
allow further state participation in. the ranking methodology pro-
cess.

Mr. Eschels expressed his disappointment at the reluctance-of USDOE
K> to meet and provide easy access. That leaves the state in a situa-

tion of having to infer, or read between the lines, he said, as to
why they do not want the state in there. He thought therewas a 2

common purpose, perhaps a different emphasis, but a common purpose
to find the best site for a waste repository in this country. He
said USDOE is nothelping the state to help them. He stated .he did
not understand this and he did not like it.

Low-Level Waste Report

Mr. Husseman reported briefly on' latest events in the.low-l�vel
area; As a result of the passageof federal legislation amending
the Low-Level Waste Act of 1980. r excellent incentives were provided
to encourage 'other regions in the country to develop low-level waste
disposal sites. 1t is hoped' also that by 1993 the state of Washing-
ton site will be accepting waste only from within the region, should
the-process work. As one of the three states with sites, Washington

K-> State has important and significant involvement' in implementing the
Federal Act, with benefits that will derive to the state, including
substantial revenues from the su
region waste. rcharge to be charged on all out-of-

Mr. Husseman said the staff of theLow-Level Program is in -the pro-
cess of setting up the administrative procedures that will be needed
to collect the surcharge and �track the source of waste. �Shou1d a
specific state miss a milestone down the roadthe Washington site
and other -two sites would deny access to any low-level waste from
that particular-state.- The surcharge became effective March 1, and
all low-level waste originating from outside the Northwest region
will be assessed a�lO.TO0 per cubicfoot surcharge.

Washington isworking closely with South Carolina 'and Nevada to
implement this Act uniformly. Meetings have also been held with
brokers in other parts of the country.. These brokers ,accumulate
waste from:many generators-andship it to one of th&three sites,.
and they will have more problems �dealing with the new requirements
than individual �generat6rs, Mr. Husseman said. Two or three
national workshops -have been held in an effort to work out the
details of the process.
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Mixed waste continues tobe an ongoing problem, Mr. Husseman said,
and the Department of Social and Health Services and the Department
of Ecology dre working 'together on this issue. A process is set up
in an attempt to develop a means of regulating mixed waste that is
satisfactory to both the Department of Ecology, which administers
the toxic and hazardous waste, and the Departr��ent of Social and
Health Services, which regulates the radioactive material.

Bob Shirley, representing Senator Goltz, inquired why the surcharge
of �lQ.OO per. cubic foot was chosen over a surcharge based on radio-
activity. Mr. Husseman responded the Federal Act based the sur-
charge on volume, and the state is not authorized to charge on a per
curie basis.

N

Representative Nelson. expressed concern about the New Jersey dirt
being discussed in the media for shipment to Washington State. He
asked if there were a�problem when a uranium mill closes, leaving.
insufficient; funds to provide for surveillance and clean-up of the
mill tailings,, and, if f- so, what should be done about it. Mr.
Eschels said it was a problem, and was caused by the depressed uran-
ium market, which provided no income for the mills. Tailings pits
or ponds which are not satisfactorily closed do exist,'he said, and
without the income to do that the problem is created. The only rea-
son the state is interested in discussing the problem withanyone.
receiving this kind of material, which is less radioactive than the
tailings, wouldbetobring in some income so those mills could.
satisfactorily close 'their operations, and provide fill dirt to
cover the tailings that are there. However, Mr. Eschels said, there
had been no decisionmade, but it was worth following up.

Representative Nelson-asked how the state would deal with insuffi-
cient funds to take care of the environmental clean-up and closure- K�'
of mill tailings ponds. He wondered how the bill would be paid-if
theradioactive dirt: were not coming in. Mr. Eschels responded-that
techniically the waste is not radioactive, and it is a problem at all
of the mills. The companies do not have the income nor the cash
reserves to close these mills properly. DSHS and others, he -said,
are looking at. what sort 6f liability the state has if the companies
simply fold a.nd attempt.to walk away from them.; In responseto
RePresentative Nelson's remark that perhaps the state should have
collected more mon�y during the period of operations in order to
cover the clean-up, Mr. Eschels said he did not know as he had not'
looked backward but had looked forward. Representative Nelson said
should the uranium industry pick up again, perhaps an answer should
be considered. Mr. Eschels said the whole question of a perpetual
care maintenance fund is one the legislature had requested be
addressed.

Dr. Beare added with the advent of surcharges, DSHS. has expressed
concern, and will'continue to express concern, in terms of volume::.
reduction and the fact that the entire environmental monitoring
effort is based on fees. As the volume decreases so do fees, so



alternative methods of funding this program will be explored and
presented to the legislature in the future. He said he understood
the volumes are already beginning to show a decrease. -

Public Involvement

Marta Wilder reported that at the Advisory Council meeting this
morning two of the committees, separately, expressed major concern
that they are unable to carry out important public involvement tasks
because of a lack of staff resources. A resolution was passed by
the Council requesting that the ".'..staff carry out the necessary
steps and procedures to engage appropriate and professional firms to
work with the Council to implement short-term and long-term goals of
the Council, to enable the Council to function in its designated
advisory capacity to direct and monitor the firms.

KJ
Ms. Wilder said staff would prepare a Request for Proposals (RFP)
and a grant amendment to acquire a contractor to carry out some of
these tasks, including workshops, .meetings for science writers, etc.
The RFP will be circulated to all Council and Board members with
requests for comments to be submitted as soon as possible.

The Council plans to hold a meeting in Richland at 10:00 a.m. on
April 29, following the NCSL meeting and tour at Hanford.

Ms. Wilder reported she had attended a public involvement meeting
sponsored by the U.S. Department .of Energy in St. Louis, Missouri
last week. State representatives,� educators, and representatives
from Indian tribes were invited. USDOE desired input and sugges-
tions for carrying out a natibnal ,public involvement program on the
repository process. *Three committees were formed; Education, Public
Involvement, and Public Information.. Representatives on these
committees were asked to reportback to USDOE with their ideas.

Carol Peabody of USDOE headquarters, who was present �at the Board
meeting and had also attended the St. Louis meeting, was invited to
comment.

Ms. Peabody remarked she attended the St. Louis meeting as a repre-
sentative of USDOE headquarters, and complimented Washington State.
and the tribes for having a full complement of representatives. The
purpose of the meeting, which was set up in Roger Gale's area, was
to try to get abetter feeling for what state people, tribal pedple,
local governments, and other int.erested entities would like in
education. She thought* most of tlios& in attendance had been able to
put aside 'their parochial interests for that aay. and discuss how to
go about getting information out to the people on radiation, the
repository project, and the integrated waste system.

Ms. Peabody mentIoned the firs&&o�dinating group-meeting of the
Institutional Socioeconomic Coordinating Group in Dallas in �Febru-
ary, which was the first time the -states and tribes had been invo-
lved. In her role heading the section on Outreach and Public
Participation for the Department, she noted that there was a very
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high level of e�ccellence of the public information products in many
of the states,, and in particular Washington State. She said she was
pleased to see the factual information going out to people with a
wide distribution as it made he job easier, and the Department knows
USDOE does not always have the best credibility.

Discussions at the St. Louis meeting included science teacher educa-
tion, with representatives from the Edison Electric Institute'� and
the Atomic Industrial Forum in attendance. Other entities to be
involved will be the Sierra Club and other natural resources-related
groups.

Ms. Peabody continued there is now 'a Transportation Primer, an over-
view, which has just been published. Copies will be available
through the Richland Operations Office for distribution to the Board
and Council.

Concerning economic risk,' Ms. Peabody acknowledged' letters that have
beenreceived from Representative Nelson and, the Nuclear Waste
Board'. The Department is very aware of the state'sinterest. .To
this point, she said, there has not been much reported out from the
Brookhaven study, and the Department has not. been particularly
pleased with what has been obtained from that study so far. Ralph
Stein, who heads the' division in charge of this' study in the Office
of Geologic Repositories, told her Brookhaven is putting the final
touches on the report and it should be released within the month.
Ms. Peabody said'this would be shared with the Board," and she� hoped
a mutually-agreeable date could be' set' for the state and the Depart-
ment to meet and' discuss the study. She said this study so far is
strictly a literature search and does not get into probabilities.
Two following phases are planned; with the second phase going mor�
into risk assessment probabilities and more of a delineation asking
for a judgment or ranking of what is out' there and what is seen as
more feasible types of risk assessment studies to use. Beyond that,
the' third phase will�go into more specifics,'part of which go into
transportation issues. She added responses to the letters sent to.
the Department will be coming shortly, with basically this informa-
tion. Ms. Peabody offered to help to coordinate the State/USDOE
meeting on the' Brookhaven Report after it is released and the state
has' an opportunity to study it.

Representative Nelson inquired if the state' would have an opportun-
ity to get involved in scoping the second' and third phases of the
risk assessment study. Ms. Peabody said that in the proposed meet-
ing the needs of the state could be discussed.' She said the risk
assessment' probabilities to be included in the second phase would be
ready in perhaps a year from now.

Regional Aquifer System Analysis (RASA) Status Report

Mr.' Bishop introduced Bill Meyer, Senior Geohydrologist with th'e
U.S.' Geologic Survey, who had presented' a report to the Board in"
September, 1983.



Mr. Meyer summarized the U.S. Geological Survey's Regional Aquifer
System Analysis program, a multi-year study of groundwater movement
in the central part of the Columbia Basin. RASA provides informa-
tion on the amount and flow direction of groundwater in the basalts
and interbeds surrounding the repository site, but is not directly
aimed at the BWIP program; it is part of a national assessment of
major aquifer systems. USGS provides data to USDOE and to some
extent serves as a reviewer of theirown detailed site hydrologic
studies. In answer to questions, he noted that USGS hastaken the
position that much of the hydrologic data from USDOE studies between
1976 and the end of 1982 was not scientifically defensible.

Mr. Meyer concluded by saying that regardless of the difference in
the work being done on the Hanford Reservation by USDOE and the work
being done by USGS on the entire plateau, much of the USGS work pro-
duces information that ties directly back to Hanford. He said when
USGS generates a model that describes the regional flow system it
would be possible to predict the effects of activities outside the
Hanford Reservation on groundwater within the Hanford Reservation.

Phil Johnson inquired if all this information were being digitized
and would it be entered into USGS' geographic information system at
Reston. Mr. Meyer responded it is digitized, but not entered into
the information system. He said there are no plans today to enter
this information, but there are several database systems that are
available to the public at large. .:.The USGS puts most of its normal
data into a database referred toas Watstor, but there are not Plans
at present to put the RASA database into the Watstor database, as it
would be a mammoth undertaking for which USGS would not have suffi-
cient funds.

k�j Mr. Johnson remarked much of the information gathered under this
survey has application for water resource management, which the
Department of Ecology never had. He said through the Department of
Natural Resources, Ecology has access to the geographic information
system which is tapped into Reston so it would be of tremendous
benefit to Ecology to pull out this information. *Mr. Meyer said the
Department of Ecology works closely enough with USGS so that one way
or another the information becomes available to it, and the model
produced would be most likely used by the Department of Ecology.

Mr. Husseman inquired about the completion date for this study. Mr.
Meyer said they are projecting it would be finished either in fiscal
year 1987 or 1988. Mr. Hussemanaskedif the computer model would
be able to take a hypothetical case, such as assuming a substantial
increase in farming in agivenarea, and project the effect on the
rest of the basin. Mr. Meyer responded in the affirmative. Mr.
Husseman continued by asked ifthe work of USCS is coordinated at
all with the work going on at Hanford as far as the repository pro-
cess is concerned. Mr. Meyer said it is to some degree. He said he
belonged to the Interagency Hydrologic Working Group for USGS, com-
posed of Pacific Northwest Laboratories, Rockwell and the USGS,
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which is in essence a peer review group that looks at the work of
Rockwell and tries to work out any differences of opinion on the
interpretation of that work.

Mr. Meyer added the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has visited Han-*
ford in ongoing work.for. some years. They also visited the Geologic
Survey, in Tacoma, and the Pacific Northwest Laboratories, so that�
they could discuss the same issues on groundwater. They requested
this group be formed to resolve these differences of opinion and it
has been meeting periodically for about three years. This results
in all of the work being done in the plateau being shared with Rock-
well and the U.S. Department of Energy. Currently, he said USGS is
sharing with Rockwell and USDOE interpretative work of USGS that has
not been released to the public. The policy of USGS is such that it
cannot allow this information to become public unless the Director
approves it. Since it is not released to the public,.he said Rock-
well. cannot cite it, or use it in their site characterization pro-
cess. It can only be used to try to come up with a mutual concept
of how groundwater moves and how it should be studied. Mr. Meyer
said the interpretations are preliminary and the information cannot
be used until the USGS internal review process is finished.

Mr..Husseman remarked that since site characterization is scheduled
to be completed in approximately five-years, did-Mr. Meyer have-an
opinion as to whether that five-year period is feasible. Mr. Meyer
said he replied to that same question two years ago by stating it - -

would take five to ten years, and his opinion is pretty much the
same today.

Mr. Lasmanis inquired if a letter to Dallas Peck from the Nuclear
Waste Board or a member of the Washington Congressional delegation
could speed up the peer review process in order to release these key �%.J
pieces of information. Mr. Meyer said he did not feel that would
accomplish much, as USGS information is all outside of the Hanford
Reservation and the -Department of Energy has to come up with infor-
mation within the Hanford Reservation. He said all the USGS infor-
mation will be approved long before USDOE is ready to use it, as
they. have not collected the information within Hanford that would
allow them to use that information yet. Mr. Lasmanis commented he-
hoped this item had a high priority, and Mr. Meyer assured him it
has the highest.

Dr. Brewer said�in defense of the survey's policy or information- -

releases, the first map displayed-by Mr. Meyer showed the major
aquifer systems of the country, and the water in those systems- is -

worth more than all the oil, gas, coal, uranium, diamonds, rubies,
limestone, and all the -rest of the elements-that come out of the
ground. He added the information must be just as good as it can be
made, and has to be made available to everyone at the same time. -

Dr. Brewer said from -1976 until the Site Characterization Report
came out-of Rockwell in-November of 1982, a number of hydrologic- --

parameters discussed as essential Eor characterization were quanti-
fied and they were averaged, even though they were meant to apply to

- in



a specific flow in specific units... Taking those numbers and putting
them back into a regional system, it could be said that effectively
there would beno flow. Rockwell's informationis still out in cir-
culation, and Dr. BreweraskedMr..Meyer's opinion on what should be
done with pre-1982 gross averaged hydrologic parameters that were
published in the SCR. Mr. Meyer said USGS is on record as stating
they believethat data is scientifically not defensible and should
be discarded.

In response to Mr. Eschels offer of assistance in reviewing the
information, Mr. Meyer said the -USGS is about three-fourths of the
way into the review of the inforii�ation and to bring in additional
help would only slow down the process. He said it just takes time
to analyze the information.

K.� Don Provost stated that from, past experience, it might be best to
wait until the review was complete, at which time the state and the
tribes could do their review and make proper comments with offers to
help at that time on individual items. Mr. Provost said looking at
the natural conditions, there are both withdrawals and 'mounding" on
theReservation. He asked' if'Mr..Meyer thought either of those con-
ditions affected the deeper aquifers at Hanford.. Mr. Meyer. said he
thought in information that is being collebted at Hanford today
illustrates that the mounding OnHanford and the activities outside
of the Reservation with regard to\the Columbia Basin Irrigation Pro-
ject, and that type of activityhas and is affecting water levels
within Hanford today.

Representative Nelson asked if the USGS analysis would be able. to
indicate major discontinuities in, .the flow system. Mr. Meyer
replied in the affirmative and .�they would be able to show if there
is significant vertical movement. Representative Nelson asked if
they would be able to put an upper and lower limit on it, as well as
the average. Mr..Meyer said 'No", their work will give average
rates. One of the tasks, of Hanford is to predict the rates and dir-
ection of movement, and the average value 'will not give that..
Representative Nelson said since the USGS model is built on measure-
ment, is there a way to get some limits on ranges of probable flow
rates. Mr. Meyer said they would in terms of quantity, but not.
velocity;

Terry Husseman said there is some �concern from the residents of
Oregon that the groundwater might flow under the Columbia, and he
asked if that were-possible.. If-so, will the USGS study be able to
deal with that issue. Mr. Meyer said it was not supposed to deal
with that issue as the RASA.project is totally-different, but it
will be able to deal with it. He said.the USGS position for ground-
water movement in the basalts is that all of the 'groundwater dis-
charges to the .major'streams. �, A that the groundwater from
Hanford discharges into the Columbia River, he said the USGS model
will show whetheror not existing pumpage in Oregon induces water
out of the Columbia River or induces it to leave the Columbia and
where, and it 'will also show whether or not in the future water
could be induced to leave the Columbia River. If it were assumed
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radionuclides'might get'into the Columbia River, the thodel would be.
able� to address the question of whether or not radionuclides could
get into Oregon aquifers. He said if the model were to show that
situation, more detailed work would be required to assess the magni-
tude of the problem.

Estella Leopold, a member of the Advisory Council, inquired about
the impact to the system of a possible twelve-foot exploratory shaft
at Hanford. Mr. Meyer said the USGS has been opposed to the drill-
ing of the exploratory shaft at the present time, as they believe
there is a large likelihood that drilling of that shaft could create
a situation where it would make it very difficult, if not impossi-.
ble, to analyze 'the groundwater system at Hanford for some years.
USGS has recommended that groundwater flow system be defined and
that at least one large aquifer test be conducted to determine
hydrologic properties within the Reservation before that shaft is
drilled.

Mr. Husseman asked what time line was USGS looking at before a shaft
should be drilled. �Mr. Meyer said there are some observation wells
at Hanford that have nested piezometers in them, and the water
levels within the nested piezometers have 'not equilibrated. They
have not stabilized, so no determination can be made as to which
direction groundwater is moving right now.' Should the shaft be
drilled before that task is accomplished, the' chances of knowing
which way water is moving will be potentially obstructed for some
years. It could take another year waiting for the 'piezometers' to
equilibrate at the rate it is going. If additional nested piezo-
meters being put out there upset water levels in the ones they
already have, then it could take several more years, he said, sotlie
time'line could be from one to several years, in his view, before it 'I

would be reasonable to drill that shaft.

Mr. Meyer added that to predict the direction a radionuclide would
move and the rate, one of-the necessary pieces of information needed
is what is the water level in each basalt flow as you go up in the
flow system. It is necessary to'know the water levels and the dif-
ferences to predict the direction and the rate of movement. 'Drill-
ing the shaft would 'cause water levels to change, and once that, is
done it could take years for the water to settle down. In respdnse
to a further question from Representative Nelson, Mr. Meyer said� the
U.S. Department'of Energy and Rockwell think there is a way to drill
the:shaft without disturbing the water levels, but the USGS is not
so sure and they do not feel it is worth the gamble.

Mr. Eschels asked if sinking the shaft would present a temporary
disruption to the system, or would it permanently change the flow
characteristics'. Mr. Meyer said it �ias a potential temporary di's- -

ruption and would not be permanent, unless the shaft floods. Mr.
Eschels� asked if using the techniques USGS is,' using, could they
model a basalt formation similar to Hanford with not only a shaft,
but several shafts, as if it were a working repository. Should a



shaft be drilled successfully, meaning that �it is sealed off from
the groundwater system, then it-represents no problem in modeling,
he said..

Dr. Brewer commented every shaft'atHanfordwould be pumped' as long
as it is open. He said if the groundwater in the rock is observed
around the repository while pumping from the shafts and the mine
itself, it will-be found that all..radionuclides do not-flow away
from the repository, but flow toward the repository, as that is what
the groundwater is doing. He-said he stood closely with Mr..Meyer' s
position about disturbing the groundwater until all of the NRC-pre-
scribed testing is done to NRCs satisfaction and has been reviewed
by USGS, the state and any other competent persons.

Mr. Eschels remarked that to a"layman-it soundedas if theshaft arid
the structure below are water collectors and asked if that were a
valid conclusion. Mr.. Meyer replied he did not think of them as
water collectors. 'The shafts can simply provide short circuits in
the system as water normally has"to' move through the rock, and if a
shaft is sunk that cannot be successfully sealed, water is permitted
to move very rapidly in a vertical direction and move into forma-
tions it might not-move into until much later. Another problem is
the -inability to seal whiletheshaftis being drilled, he said, and
drilling is done with a fluid. That'fluid contact can cause pres-
sure waves to go through the rock, and that is a problem USGS fore-
sees.

Mr. Lasmanis asked if USDOE Rockwell asked USGS about freezing the
rock ahead of the shaft drilling, such as is used in Saskatchewan,
to isolate the aqui'fers or any water. Mr. Meyer said this has never
been discussed.

Representative Nelson asked if the 'peer group which will review the
issue of when the shaft is sunk will be the final arbiter, or is
Rockwell going todo it on their schedule and their assumptions.
Mr. Meyer said he thought the peergroup would have no finalstamp
of authority one way or theother. In addition to the peer group,
he said the USGS has been asked by the U.S. Department of Energy to
collect groups - of scientists within the survey to review some of the
work. -This has been done five or six times in the last three or
four'years, and that group haswritten recommendations to USDOE. He
said he did not see the survey nor the peer group as having -any say,
but if they had a position that had to be dealt with, USDOE and
Rockwell would hay
scientifical - e to justify that their decisions were right 'and

- - ly valid. - - -

Mr. Husseman said he understood the work of the USGS was to 'be com-
plete in 1988 or 1989, and �future movement of water could be pre-
dicted throughout the entire basin,' -'ranking in different hypotheti-
cals. He 'asked if that' were ba1sed on no shaft being drilled in the
interim. Mr. Meyer responded the shaft would not upset the RASA
work one way or another, as it is too small scale to have an impact.
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Don- Provost added in response to Representative Nelson's question
about decisions on the shaft, the Mission Plan indicated that the
shaft work would start shortly after the Site Characterization Plan
was issued. The states position and others is that the shaft
should not be started-until there is a complete review and response
to all the comments on the SCP. He said he thought that would be
the decision arena. USDOE still hasthe option to-time the shaft
dr'illing later, or hold to- their schedule in the Mission Plan.

Mr. Bishop thanked Mr. Meyer for his very informative presentation.

Oregon Report

Mary Lou Blazek, Hanford Program Coordinator for the Oregon Depart-
rnent of Energy, reported that on March ila joint meeting with the..
Hanford Advisory Committee and theWashington Advisory Council was.
tentatively set for July 18, pending' approval by the Washington,
Council. She said that information was shared with the Advisory
Council this morning, and will be discussed further.

A briefing on the RASA Study was given by Bill Meyer to the Oregon
Committee at their last meeting, as well as a briefing on the Price-
Anderson Act and' some liability issues by a representative of the
Western Interstate Energy Board.

David Stewart-Smith and she attended' the Defense Waste Open House in
The Dalles, Oregon, on February 25. Ms. Blazek said approximately
60 members of the public wereall that attended. USDOE provided
information thr6ugh six exhibits, three models, and nine USDOE 'con-
tractor-type individuals to answer questions. The Hanford Clearing
House and one private citizen were provided space to present theirs
differing opinions at the Open House. (Although the attendance was
small, she said, they felt good about the presentation in The
Dalles.)

She said it appeared to them USDOE was' making every effort to deal
honestly and completely with all the questions posed by the 'atten-.
dees. *There was a videotape on Defense Waste, poster boards that
c6ver�'ed Hanford's hist6ry'j between 1940 and 1980, defense waste stor-
age at Hanford, radiation in the environment, defense waste disposal
alternatives that were under evaluation, and ways for the public to.
become involved.

A Defense Waste Open House was also held in Portland on March 6,-Ms.
Blazek said, and attendance there was extremely poor with about 80
people attending. She felt the low attendance was due in part to a
poor location and- inadequate advertising. '

David Stewart-Smith and Ms. Blazek attended the Waste Management '86
Confeience in Tucson and found it very productive and informative.
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The Oregon Public Information Outreach Subcommittee is working
toward two Defense Waste Workshops :tobe sponsored by the Oregon
Department of Energy working in concert with the U.S. Department of
Energy. They anticipate holding the workshops in May.

Waste Management '86 Meeting

Terry Husseman reported the biggest problem was to decide which pre-
sentation to attend as there were more than 300 different papers
presented during the four-day meeting. Mr. Husseman referred to the
notebooks which contained Governor Gardner's remarks; Curt Eschels
remarks on liability; a paper-prepared by Charlie Roe and Malachi
Murphy, who represents the state of Nevada, on litigation; a paper
presented by Dr. Ruth Weiner; a paper giving the utility perspective
on nuclear waste disposal; a paper on Preliminary Determination .of
Suitability by Tom Cotton formerly with the Office of Technology
Assessment in Congress and currently a private consultant; and a
paper by Andrea Dravo, who for several years was the primary staff
person-for Congressman Udall 'in the House Internal Committee, and
was very instrumental in drafting the Nuclear Waste Policy. Act, and
is currently a private consultant.

Mr. Husseman commented the Andrea Dravo paper discussed the politics
of the effect -of a state's disapproval after being selected. Within
a couple of months a boundcopy-of all the papers presented should
be received by the Office. -

Mr. Husseman estimated there were about 1,500 people involved in
various aspects of nuclear waste management attending the meeting,
and from the state of Washington also attending were Don Provost,
Nancy Kirner, Elaine Carlin on low-level waste, Representative
Shirley Hankins, -who presented -a paper on transportation, Kim Hoover
from the Utilities and Transportation Commission, and Max Power and
Ellen Caywood from the Washington Public Policy Institute.

Mr. Provost said he had covered mostly technical meetings, and the
most important technical paper was the one by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission describiig :the disturbed z6ne. It was very critical
definition in order that 'USDOE 'c�n *go ahead and do some calculations
to meet 10 CRF 60 regulations. He said Hanford compiled all their
papers in one hand6ut which should be available from the Richland.
Office. Nevada, Idaho, and -South Carolina each had a session dis-
cussing their issues, and -he was especially impressed with the Idaho
National -Energy Laboratory papers, primarily from the point of view
that they are conducting activities that will be listed as options
in the Defense Waste DEIS. - From talking to the Idaho people, he
said ;it would be possible to visit the site and discuss their acti-
vities, which would be very useful �to the state in the Defense Waste
DEIS review. - -, - - -

Committee Reports - -

Environmental Monitoring. Dr.- John Beare reported the Committee
met on March 14- with, two major areas of discussion. One was-a
follow-up of the CDC planning study and its status, and -they also -
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worked through a proposed budget listing the events to take place
and, their costs in terms of submitting an amendment to the exiting
contract. At this point, he said, it is estir�ated the cost willb�
in the range of $53,000, and the Committee is proceeding with the
staff to submit the request for a contract amendment. The need to
cover Dr. Ruttenber's travel costs for a trip out in April to help
the data analysis, in preparation for the selection of a scientific
group to conduct the seminar, is of immediate concern. Dr. Beare
said they hoped to uti1i�eas an advance some existing travel money
within the current contract rather than wait for the final amend-
ment. Mr. Provost added that by Monday the narrative for the
request should be completed and it would then be a matter of final
writing for submission to USDOE.

Discussions were held concerning the proposed scope of work for the
Hanford HistoricalDocuments Review, which will now come under Dr.
Filby's Committee. A concern related to that, Dr. Beare said, will
be the degree of coordination and the need to coordinate in a plan-
ned way the activities of the CDC study group and the Documents
Review Group in terms of the epidemiologic information in those
19,000 pages.

Dr.. Beare said he learned from the meeting yesterday that where it
was: thought there was .good representation from- the Indian Nations on
the planning group for the CDC studies, apparently there was not
adequate representation by virtue of the Indian Health Service.
Therefore, .the invitation will be expanded.to the individual tribes
to participate in the future planning.

In 'another area, Dr. Beare said a letter requosting assistance in
funding of a research effort by Search had been received. They pro-
pose to do some monitoring of underground springs in the Columbia.
River. This item was referred to the Environmental Monitoring Com-
mittee for a recorrtmendation, and Dr. Beare asked Don Provost to
report on the Committee's review.

Don Provost said the Committee reviewed the issue with the state of
Washington purchasing' people. He said they were informed that in
order to participate it would be necessary to go out for competitive
bids. Since the Board could not give a grant for the work Search
wanted to do, a letter was drafted for the signature of the Chair.
The letter stated the Board would have liked, to participate, but .the
process of a competitive bid would not have been advantageous, to
either party.

Mr. Provost referred to the memorandum of March 21 from the Chair
requesting recommendations for panel members to review Hanford - -

radiological expo�ures to work with the Centers for Disease Control.
CDC will select the members to create a balanced panel. These
recommendations should be sent directly to Dr. John Beare.

Representative Nelson asked if the data Search. wanted to collect
would be done in some other manner, and if it would be useful. Mr.
Provost said it was assumed Search would go ahead without the



financial' support from the Board, but would be willing to share the�
information, which would be useful. Dr. Beare added there was some
question as to the ability to perform good testing and to make the
information useful from what was described to the Committee. There
was some question as to the validity of the methodology, he said.

Socioeconomic. Curt Eschels highlighted the Committee report to
the Board of March 21, 1986. In response to the Board's request to
send a description of the tax base to be used in the calculation of
Grants Equivalent to Taxes (GETT),' a' response was received from BWIP
stating that a committee has been formed at BWIP to review and
respond to the document. No response is possible prior to receipt
by BWIP of guidelines on the GETT program from USDOE headquarters.

The second document, a briefing paper for local' governments to make
the determination of what they can apply for will be mailed out
today, he said. The Committee anticipates coordinating with the'
Advisory Council's Committees onLocal Government and Public
Involvement. -

Another major item of discussion was the subject of economic impact.
Next month the Committee will begoing out with workshops, throughout
the state" to discuss how economic and social impacts are to be
addressed by the federal"gove'rnment�.' Prior to that, the Committee
expects to coordinate with the other committees of the Nuclear Waste
Board. one of the questions, in looking at economic impact, is
where is'the stopping point. "In his memo to the Board, Mr.' Eschels
said, Board direction' is reqiested whether to stop' at the political
borders of Washington State, which is, a simple political, but, some-
what arbitrary line of demarcation. The Committee thinks this deci-
sion would be justified for the same' reason that they are not pre-

K.} suming to judge whether a' particular local government's request' for
grants equivalent to taxes is a good one or not. They believe that
should be left to�the' discretion of the local government.,' Simi-
larly, he recommended) that the Committee's report focus on the
impacts within Washington State with simultaneous sharing of the
information with Oregon and Idaho, inviting ,them to look at the
kinds of impacts that 'are im�ortant to them.

Mr. Eschels added that the mailinglist consisted of 76 l'ocal'gov-
ernments which are"very'i'ntere�ted 'in theissue. 'He acknowledged
the assistance of the Department of Community Development, the
T�ssociations of Cities and Counties, and the Construction Impact
Group in the Hanford area' in compiling'the list.,

It was the consensus of the Bd�rd:that the Committee confine its
efforts to the sta te of 1Washi'n�ton. and share its information with
Oregon and Idaho for their 'unconditional use.

Transportation. Dick Watson,.Chair, referred to the minutes of
the Transportation Committee 6f March 14,, distributed to the Board.
He said this s'erves' as a monthly summary and the 'attachment is the
Committee's Work Plan. He solicited comments on the Plan, which
could be changed as necessary.
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Subcommittees have been appointed in two key areas of activity:

1.. The first subcommittee is composed of Max Power, Jerry
Parker, Don Ernst (DOT), and Pat Tangora (WSEO). It wilt
be preparing a draft scope of work for risk modeling effort,
with recommendations to the full. Committee.

2. The second group is composed of Nancy Kirner (DSHS),- Dave
Guier (DEM), Deputy Chief Larry Hart of the State Patrol,
and Pat Tangoraof the WSEO staff. This group will be
working on a draft scope of work for assessing emergency
response capabilities in case of transportation accidents.
They will also be coordinating with Terry Novak of the
Advisory Council, who is the representative of local
governmenton that issue.

A third activity concerns cask design and other cask-related issues.
The state of Oregon has some activities underway in that regard, he
said, and the Committee wilt work closely with Bob Robison of Oregon
on possibly expanding Oregon's contract with Oregon State University
to cover cask-related issues of interest to Washington State.

Temporarily deferred, Mr. Watson continued, was consideration of
transportation aspects of the Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS)
system pendingthe release of a report that is being prepared by Tom
Cotton of the National Governors Association. Also being discussed
is the possibility of bringing staff in from the Western Interstate
Energy Board for a Thursday presentation to the Board on state and
local regulation of nuclear materials transportation. Mr. Watson�
requested advice from the Board as to the usefulness�of this pro-
posal. The consensus of the Board was this would be benefical, and
Mr. Watson was instructed to proceed with arrangements.

From now on the Transportation Committee meeting will be held on the
second Friday of each month at 10:00 a.m. at St. Placid's Priory in
Lacey.

In further remarks Mr. Watson said because of. overlaps in activities
the Transportation Committee and the Socioeconomic Committee will be
coordinating their efforts. Mr. Bishop suggested similar coordina-
tion would be useful with the Local Government Subcommittee of the.
Advisory Council.

Defense Waste. Don* Provost reported at the March 19 meetingOf-
the Defense Waste DEIS Review Committee of the Defense Waste Commit-
tee, Fred Adair of the House Energy Committee, Elaine Rose of the
Senate Energy Committee, Dick Burkhalter of the Department of Ecol-
ogy Industrial Section, Barbara Ritchie of the Department of Ecology
Environmental Review Group, and Bill. Brewer of the staff attended.
The group began to develop a rough plan of approach on the Defense
Waste DEIS. Mr. Provost, said as of this week USDOE headquarters had
signed off on the Impact Statement, and it will now to to press.. At
the earliest, the release date could be March 28.
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The evaluation process on the contractor selection has been com-
pleted, and the write-up and notification of the results will be
done on Monday, with the contractor being announced.

In discussing a format for the DEIS document, it was suggested there
be an Executive Summary, a short non-technical -summary to bepre-
pared by staff, and a longer Technical Summar�'. Detailed issue
papers on technical, legal, or policy issues could be prepared by
contractor, :staff, and state agency personnel, as appropriate. . All
other state agency comments would be attached to the finished docu-
ment, and should there be hearings a summary of comments from the
public would also be included.

Early in the review process USDOE will schedule informational work-
shops to answer questions, and the Committee recommended that staff
be present �at each workshop. The Committee also recommended a
Thursday afternoon workshop in Olympia with USDOE present to respond
to questions of the Boa�d and'Council and others.

The Committee also recommended that state public hearings be held in
various communities about .90 days. into the review process, at which
time the Executive and 'Technical summaries would be available to the
public.

Mr. Provost said the possibility"of visiting the Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory to review the procedures for high-level,
transuranic, low-level, and chemical mixed wastes was discussed. -

Mr. Provost reported the full Defense Waste Committee did not meet
this month.

Letter from Representative Nelson Concerning the Defense Waste DEIS

In his letter-of March 21 to the Chair, Representative Nelson said
he was asking the general question ifthe state's interest is pro-
tected by the DEIS review process. He' said it was known that when
USDOE releases the DEIS it is going to recommend the conversion of a
temporary repository to a permanent repository. It could be a
repository at Hanford, a'repository:at Hanford coordinated with
another repository at Hanford--the commingled :repository......or in New
Mexico, Texas or some place else, and/or the repository in New
Mexico. Disposition of the defense waste would.be to one or more of
those different locations.

Within that locational decision are alternatives as to the extent of
how much of the waste ,is�removed from the temporary repository at
Hanford into one or-morepermanent repositories. He asked'if'the
process of environmentalreview'were'the same between the commercial
high-level repository and the defense repository.' He thought they
were different. The commercial repository is operating undera fed-
eral Act -of Congress, and- to some� extent 'also 'the defense waste
repository, but shouldthe guidelines and standards for the com-
mercial process apply to the defense' repository.
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On the same line of reasoning, are there legal requirements that
those guidelines and standards apply, or are they simply practical.
requirements that should apply to both the commercial and defense
repositories.

Finally, he thought it should be asked if the defense waste program,
since it does not have a dedicated revenue source such. as the corn-.
mercial repository program, would be more like.ly to be budget
driven. He thought the answer would be yes, as past experience
showed defense waste had been disposed of cheaply and not according
to the best available technology.

Based on those questions, Representative Nelson suggested in his
letter that the state re-think its approach, to the review of the
DEIS, and a look be taken at the criteria 'for judging the suitabil-
ity of alternatives to choose the safest alternative. That means
looking at all the guidelines and standards that are currently, in
effect for the commercial repository; look for and expect a firm
funding source to pay for the safest alternative; and look for and
exPect a funding source for handling future waste plus reducing
waste disposal and handling of wastes produced by defense facilities
at Hanford.

This latter suggestion, Representative Nelson continued, suggests -,

the need for a special tax or set-aside assessment that the federal
government would place on itself to ensure there is. adequate funding
for both the clean-up' at Hanford and the future disposition of
defense waste to be produced. He referred to the Tn-City Herald
Editorial of February 23, attached to his letter. (Both Represent-
ative Nelson's letter and the Editorial are attached.)

Representative Nelson said he was recommending the Defense Waste
DEIS Review Committee and the Defense Waste Committee look at the
review process and perhaps redesign it in a way to get to the basic'
issues that would ensure the safest repository, with funding to make
it possible.

Mr. provost, said there had..been similar discussion about this, and"
he thought one of the.USDOE's justifications for in-place stabiliza-
tion was that in the short term there would not be �exposure' to work-
ers. .� He thought they would be comparing that with current standards
for a repository. He said the biggest risk would' be inadvertent
entry into the site, and he agreed the "safe" aspect would be diffi-
cult for the state. to address, but the state should address it.
Representative Nelson said his definition of safe was safety to the
citizens of the state in the long term and he realized safety in
terin� of clean-up and disposal is a monetary 'problem', as much as it
is a health problem.

Fo].iowing further discussion, Mr. Bishop suggested 'referring Repre-
sentative Nelson's letter�to the Defense Waste Committee and their'
Review Committee to help them focus on some of the issues. Dr.'
Brewer added the suggestions would be very helpful as it puts issues
in a useful perspective. Since the EIS is still a draft, there is



an opportunity to have.�ome input. He said alternatives will be
described in the draft1 as he understood it, and it will describe
some transfer of existing defense wastes to the repository through
the glassification chain. Others will be for permanent disposal in
place. He said it had been learned alternatives will be described,
but there will not be, in many cases, any recommended alternative.
It may be five or more 'years before Final Records of Decision, or
selection of the alternative, appears.

Mr. Provost said some materials on costs had been sent around. An
environmental group in Washington, D.C. had done a study, he said
and an effort is being made to get more information, and there has
been a little more cost inforrn�tion from �USDOE. He said work would
continue on costs and budgets, but in discussions the Committee felt
that one of the end products of the review process should be a list

K) of projects and work that are of the highest priority for the state
of Washington that should be immediately funded. Washington Con-
gressional delegation support should also be sought.

Richiand USDOE Report

Max Powell, USDOE Hanford, mentioned they did receive the GETT
letter from the state and it 'is �currently being reviewed. As the
same time, guidance from headquarters is being awaited concerning
Grants Equal to Taxes. - -

He said the Environmental Assessment, is scheduled for reproduction
April 11, and the letter is to be on Secretary Herringto&s desk on
April 28 -for review before being sent to the President. If comments
received by the National Academy of Sciences would initiate correc-
tions to the En., or if Secretary Herrington decides not to give it
to the President, there could be further delay of the EA.

K)
Ray Lasmanis asked if the EA would include Chapter 7. Mr. Powell
said he understood it should include everything.

Mr. Bishop referred to themeetirig to be held with USDOE officials
in Richland next week to discuss :several policy issues, including a
meeting with Jerry White regarding the Defense Waste DEIS. He said
itwas hoped some of these policyissues could be resolved, or at
least identified, and he asked Mr. Powell to transmit' the high
anticipation of the state people at that meeting.

Litigation Status -

Mr. Husseman reported for Charlie Roe, who was representing .the
state in Washington, D.C.

Mr. Husseman said the only new occurrence since the last Board meet-
ing in this area was a motioh' filed �by Nevada to order USDOEto pro-
vide -funds requested in their original case which was decided in
favor ofthe state of Nevada. Attached to Mr. Ro&s memo was a copy
of the Court Order denying Nevada's motion because therewas still
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some information to be provided to the U.S. Department of Energy and
the. Court could not find USDOE dilatory in failing to issue the
funding requested by Nevada.

Federal Legislation Status

The primary issue of interest in this area is the liability 1.egisla-
tion that is moving in both the House and the Senate. Washington
State has been working with its Congressional delegation and other
states to make, a new start to achieve the .goals contained in the
Board's Resolution and strongly supported by� the Governor. These
goals are strict liability for all damages from nuclear incidents,
full compensation for allinjuries sustained, and holding the
states, tribes, and local governments harmless covering all wastes,
including transuranic and defense wastes.

K)
Last week Congressmen Swift and Morrison co-sponsored. House Bill
4394, drafted to accomplish the goals of the state of Washington as
well as the goals of all the states, inasmuch as the National Gov-
ernors Association unanimously passed a resolution last summer
encompassing all of the same goals. A hearing is tentatively sche-
duled in Congressman. Udall's Committee on April 8 on the Price-
Anderson Act. Should it move out of this Committee it is understood
Congressman Dingell's Committee will request jurisdiction of the
bill. Congressman Swift is a member of the Committee and it is
there they hope to tag on the language contained in HB 4394. This
would not make it separate and apart from Price-Anderson, but would
accomplish the goals by basically saying that all incidents related
to nuclear wastes will be treated as though an extraordinary nuclear
occurrence had.taken place. This means the responsible contractor
would waive all defenses with the result of strict liability. In
the event the USDOE operates the repository, the bill deals with
that issue by deeming the USDOE a contractor for purposes of this
particular law, so they would be subject to the same laws as those
applying to the contractors. The intent is to have the ability to
get a judgment which would�be fully indemnified by the federal gov-
ernment under this process without having to prove negligence. The
bill provides for 'full compensation for all injuries and sets' up a
funding mechanism whereby the first �5 bjllj�i& would come from the
Nuclear Waste Fund and anything in excess would be funded by issu-
ance of bonds by the U.S. Department of Energy. There would be no
Congressional appropriation needed. The way the bill is written the
states, tribes and local governments would be held harmless for any-
thing related to nuclear incidents. Additional language the state
requested be put into the bill covers in the *event of a precaution-
ary evacuation or 'emergency response to an incident that turns out
not to be a nuclear incident.

On 'the Senate side, Mr. Husseman said work has proceeded with Sen-
ator Evans and his staff. A mark-up on 5 1225 was scheduled for
this week and both Charlie Roe and he were.in Washington, D.C. to
assist the staff in the process. However, the hearing was canceled
a half hour before the meeting as Senator McClure was ill. The bill
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K)

in its current form does not accomplish all 'of the goals and objec-
tives of the states although there are amendments before the Com-
mittee that would substantially improve the bill. If all amendments
were adopted, they could bring the bill up to the point of achieving
all the objectives. From Senator McClur&s Committee the bill will
move on to Senator Simpson's Senate Environment Committee. ,They
will have 120 days to review the bill before moving it out to the
floor of the Senate, should it go there this year.. Work is being
done with Jim Curtis, Staff Director of the Environment Committee.

Mr. Bishop applauded the efforts of Mr. Husseman andMr. Roe for the
progress, made on behalf of .th'e state in such a short period of time.

Representative Nelson asked if!any of the bills considered post-
closure indemnification. Mr. Husseman said this has been discussed

K) and the intent is, that the bills do cover post-closure incidents.
However, he said, once the repository is filled and sealed and
assuming it turns out tobe a �faulty repository, this could be a
thousand years later, because of engineered barriers. He said it Is
very difficult to guess the source of funds in a thousand��years.

Representative Nelson said concerning .the litigation memo, on the
issues of Water Rights and Defense Wastes, items under Pote'ntial
Areas of Litigation were not very specific and he would like to see
a little more detail for the record.

State Legislation

Mr. Husseman reported the Low-Level bill implementing the federal
Act was passed before the last Board meeting. A bill -was 'passed
requiring the Department of Ecology to look into the liability
insurance of generators, transporters, and site operators of-low-

K) level waste and report back to the legislature by December, 1987.
The question is what is the appropriate amount of insurance that
should be carried, and once that is determined, the bill would
require all generators, transporters, and site operators to -carry
that amount of insurance unless that, amount is not available from
the insurance community. �In this case the maximum under the bill
would be that amount 'which ,is available. - . -

This study is considered important ,and is also tied into the low-
level implementation bill tO' look into how much is enough to' ensure
perpetual 'care arid maintenance of tli& low-level site, and how much
is enough to assure proper closureof the' site. Currently there is
�l million in the closure fund and �l0 million in the perpetual care
and maintenance fund. The legislature directed that the in-depth
study be done to 'determine if �this y�ould be .enough,, arid he �thought 1
the study would be revie1wed.byjothers as sites are developed in
other parts of 'the country.' ' -.

In ad�1ition, there 'was a Senate' Joint 'Memorial relating to trans-
portation which urged Congress to 'consider a regional compact deal-
ing with transportation 'issues similar to the regional low-level
compacts.
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Ellen Caywood of the Institute reported for Max Power, who was with

Charlie Roe in Washington, D.C.

Ms. Caywood reported the Request for Proposals on the Economic Loss
Study to be undertaken by the Institute was sent out. The schedule
is to have a contractor or team selected by mid-April and a study
final report by the end of July, subject to USDOE approval.

The other major event is the tour of Hanford coinciding with the
National Conference of State Legislatures' (NCSL) meeting in Rich-
land. They are planning two tours of Hanford on Monday, April 28.
One tour will be a general overall tour for those who have not
viewed the site and it will include the U.S. Ecology low-level site,
environmental monitoring, a drive by the.Purex facility, visit to
the near-surface test facility, and briefly�observing the explora-
tory shaft. The second tour will be more technical' and concentrate
on the shipping cask and, robotic activities,' a briefing, on geology
and hydrology, briefings on the waste package, and performance
assessment, a tour of the rock mechanics laboratory, briefing on
defense waste management and a visit to exploratory shaft test
facility, with a return to Richland.

Following the tours, they plan a debriefing.

The NCSL meeting will be on Saturday and Sunday, prior to the tours.

Ms. Caywood extended an invitation to the Board members to join the

legislators on the planned tour.

Mr. Bishop remarked the Advisory Council was' making plans to hold a
meeting in Richland on the 29th, and some of them planned to take
the tour.

Public Comment

Bob Gross, Intern with Greenpeace, said the Northwest Inland Waters
Coalition has' entered an injunction against the U.S. Department of
Energy to prevent the shipping of waste from Taiwan. He asked if
the state had taken any action to be an intervenor on this injunc-
tion. Mr. Husseman said the, state had not soi'ght to intervene. He
said the Governor has established a Cabinet-level group to try to'
work' out the whole process, and in his letter to USDOE one of the
issues he raised was the need for an Environmental Impact Statement.

Mr. Gross said he understood ten shipments 'of commercial fuel to
Hanford: were planned for vitrification testing, scheduled to be done
by 1986. He asked if the Board had knowledge of these shipments.,

Mr. Provost responded he had heard of a situation at Hanford where
they' were adding radioactivity, some cesium to vitrified waste to'
go to some other areas to be studied. He said he had heard of this.
in Tucson, and is trying' to get more information on this. Mr. Gross
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said he understood the shipments would be going into Hanford to test
vitrification there.

Representative Nelson thought USDOE had said in their briefing on
the campaigns they were going to ship commercial waste for the pur-
pose of vitrification.

Mr. Gross said their concern was that the rods would have to be
reprocessed to test the vitrification, which would mean perhaps
using the process facility modification being added to the front end
of Purex, and they would not need an EIS or scoping hearings on that
facility. In addition, reprocessing the commercial fuel would at
least violate the spirit of not reprocessing commercial fuel.

Mr. Bishop said the Office would follow up on both these issues.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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March 21, 1986

��2
Mr. Warren Bishop, Chairman -

Nuclear Waste Board
Olympia, Washington

Dear Warren:

The Draft Environmental Impa�t Statement (DEIS)� on the Hanford
defense waste management program will be released shortly. The
Nuclear Waste *Board is �the state entity responsible for
responding to that document because of the presidential decision
to commingle radioactive �waste resulting -from atomic energy
defense activities with waste from civilian nuclear activity in a
geologic repository. - .A working group of the Board -has been
established by you to facilitate that response. I believe it is
the role of the ,Board to give some policy direction to that
Subcommittee to guide their review.

The purpose of this letter .is to req-uest your consideration of
the development of a Board resolution or other appropriate
directive from the Board, which can serve -as our-- own guidelines
for review of the DEIS. -,

The policy directive should.provide evaluation criteria as well
as specific inquiries' on issues of critical importance to the'
state, Ultimately, I believe the Board should indicate which of
the alternatives proposed by�USDOE <is. preferred by the state.

I propose that �the resolution include at least the �following
items.

1. The alternatives proposed should be reviewed for
compliance with the following criteria:

(a) It must be clearly demonstrated with
convincing scientific evidence that the
alternative is a safe alternative;



(b) There must be assurance of full and adequate
funding for implementation of each
alternative proposed.

2. The review should identify what alternatives exist that
are not described in the DEIS but should be described.

3. The preferred alternative to be recommended by the
state to USDOE must be clearly demonstrated to be the
safest alternative proposed.

4. The examination of the alternatives proposed should
include inquiries in the following areas:

(a) Applicability of federal standards and
guidelines for repository siting to each
proposed alternative and whether these
guidelines can be met;

(b) Whether the alternative proposed could be
implemented in a fashion consistent with the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 and other
applicable federal and state law including
whether all defense waste at Hanford will be

- covered under the provisions of the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982.

(c) Whether the level of funding proposed for
clean up of the Hanford site leading to the
establishment of a proposed alternative is
adequate;

5. The examination of the DEIS should include a review of
the adequacy of the discussion on how defense wastes
might be. generated in the future and; the method of
handling and disposing of that waste to assure that
state-of-the-art technology will be provided for
protection of health and environment.

Thank you for your consideration of this proposal. I believe it
is important that we develop the policies now for consideration
by the Board at our April meeting so that we have a basis for
evaluation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement to better
formulate a response to the final EIS.

Sincerely,

Representative Dick Nelson
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No half-measures
on Hanford cleanup
Ti ercules won enduring fame for cleaning the Au-
5.A gean stables; The Department of Energy proposes

to go him one better: it plans to clean up the Hanford nu�
clear reservation.

That would be an accomplishment worthy of legend.
Most of the country's radioactive defense waste can be
found at Hanford; it's been accumulating there since the
B Reactor began manufacturing plutonium for the Naga.

K.> saki bomb in 1944. There's enough radioactive waste at
Hanford to fill a fifth of the Kingdome, or pile a football
field 95 yards high. Faced with such a difficult and costly
task, the Energy Department will be tempted toward less
expensive options that would leave the most intensely ra-
dioactive waste in place. That temptation should be re-
sisted.

Much of Hanford's waste is of the relatively innocuous
low-level variety: lightly contaminated tools, dirt and re-
fuse whose radioactivity will dissipate in a matter of de-
cades. But a good fraction -53 million gallons - consists
of intensely radioactive high-level wastes stored in steel
tanks. There are also roughly 2,500 pounds of transuranic
wastes, including plutonium and other artificial heavy
metals, scattered in sm�1l quantities at various sites.

If this were all packed neatly in well shielded dump-.
sters, getting rid of it would be relatively simple. Unfor-
tunately, some of the most dangerous waste is extremely
hard to get at. The high-level waste tanks may pose the
greatest problem. Their contents ought to be pumped out,
glassified and buried in a deep underground repository.
But many of these tanks leaked in past years, requiring
that the liquid waste be solidified into saltcake or mushy
sludge. This can't be pumped out, nor can it be flushed
without causing further leaks.

The solids could be removed with remote-control ma-
chinery, but this process would be slow and expensive. It
might be dangerous to workers if done on the cheap. As
an alternative, Energy Department officials are se-
riously considering leaving these high-level wastes right
*where they are, covering the tanks with a deep layer of
rock and erecting monoliths to warn future generations
from the site. This option is cheaper and may be safer -

in the short run. Over the long run, though, the waste re-
mains a threat to people who might dwell in this area cen-
turies after the Department of Energy no longer exists.

If the Energy Department intends to clean up Hanford,
it shouldn't settle for half-measures. To the extent that it
can be done without endangering lives, Hanford's high-
level and transuranic wastes should be extracted and
buried in repositories. A repository for transuranics is al-
ready operating in New Mexico, and the government is
planning two more to handle commercial high-level
wastes. If dangerous wastes from other sources must be
buried in repositories, dangerous wastes at Hanford
ought to get the same treatment.


