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The meecting was called
Warren A. Bishop, Chair.

to order by

Introductory Remarks -

Mr. Bishop expressed recognition that
House and Se¢nate members were cur-
rently engaged in the 5 p.m. Legislative
deadlinc for the consideration of bills.
He acknowledged the busy.schedules of
the Legistative members and proceeded to
introduce Paula Adams, delegate for
Representative Louise Miller, and George
Brockway, delegate for Representative
Shirley Hankins.

Mr. Bishop reported the Washington State
Nuclear Waste Advisory Council had held
its March 19, 1987
Vancouver, Washington. A joint dinner
and evening meeting between the
Advisory Council and the = Oregon
Hanford Advisory, Committee followed.
He noted that approxnmatcly ‘15 citizens
of the community had attended the joint
mccting, and suggested that future meet-
ings be held between the Washmgton/
Oregon members. : o

Minutes

A motion was made and" scconded to
approve the Minutes of February 19, 1987
and February 20, 1987. The motion ‘car-
ricd and the minutes were approved as
written.

Correspondence

Mr. Bishop called upon Terry Husseman
to report on items of correspondence
included in the Board members’ note-
books. The first item, Mr. Husseman
said, was a letter to John Anttonen from
Senator Irving Newhouse, ScnatoruMax
Benitz, and chrcsentauve Nancy ‘Rust.
The letter. included comments made on
mUSDOE’s ‘working draft Environmental
' Momtonng and Mmgatlon Plan (EMMP)
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Max Power, Institute for Public };olicy,
bricfly discussed the letter received by
Mr. Anttonen. He said concérn was

EMMP to accurately describe specific
monitoring programs that would be used
to detcct potential adverse environmental
impacts. Mr Power said that studies and
tests were also described in the EMMP
but no purpose was given for them., In
some cases, scveral different types of
tests were discussed without indication of
the timing, location or purpose of the
specific tests to be used. He said addi-
tional comments stated that “baseline
conditions" would vary depending upon
the activity taking place. It was felt that
the' bascline conditions should be estab-
lished beflore site characterization began;
the amount of disturbance thereafter
would be from either site characteriza-

‘tion alone or would include repository

development.

" In continuing his report on correspon-

dence, Mr. Husseman stated that John
Anttoncn had also received a letter from
Curtis Eschels'in regard to the Socioeco-
nomic Monitoring and Mitigation Plan
(SMMP). - The letter contained comments

- submitted and prepared by the Board’s

Sociocconomic Committee on behalf of
the Nuclcar Waste Board.

Warren Bxshop called upon Mr. Eschcls to
discuss the lctter sent to Mr. Anttonen.
He stated the comments prepared by thc
Socioeconomic Committec werc to_:be
viewed as partial and prclnmmary duc to
the non-issuance of the SCP in conjunc-

comments were submitted - wnth')'._.thc
explicit’ disclaimer that an opportumty
for future comment regarding the SMMP
was expected after the final SCP: is
issued. Additionally, USDOE was
rcquested to prepare a written response
to cach of the concerns identified in the
Fcbruary 27 submission. The comments
were as follows: 1) in view of conclusion
stated in the Final Environmental

‘stated ' regarding the adequacy of the .

" tion with the draft SMMP. He noted the .
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“-Asscssment, the Board’ questions the pur- " .‘encc on-Nuclear Wastc Management Qual-

posc” and “scope stated in the working ity Assurance was the next item of corre-
i draft of thc'SMMP; 2) the draft:SMMP spondence. His recommendations for a
‘fails to address'major sociocconomic con- possnblc solution to thc current problems
sequences of site characterization; 3) the - in the -repository - program were  as
: Board concludes that in- view of current : " Tollows: 1):rcopen - the “site-selection
- and past’ social ‘and cconomic “impacts ° “guidclines and sitc-ranking® methodology;
" “related 'to site characterization activitices, - 2) climinate the'second round repository
“. the'schedule in the ‘working draft SMMP  : : program and climinate the capacity limits
is not rcalistic;' 4)'the Board concludes ¢ on the first rcpository;: 3) suspend all
that the working draft of thc SMMP does ~  ‘work on the first round sites and conduct
not adequately reflect current site char- "a-national review' of sites to identify a
actcrization plans and activities to date; -‘small number of 'sitcs that are likely to
5) the working-draft SMMP. does not-ade- - be‘among the best’ avaxlab]c 4) recxamine
quately address the relation “between ° ' the schedule for repository ‘development
impacts ‘of site characterization"“and ~-°to ensurc that it is ‘consistent-'with a
““.impacts ‘of " repository construction<and .: carcful  ‘and- - conservative technical
‘operation; 6) the Board finds the ‘inter- " ‘approach; and 5) consider cstablishing a
* pretation of mitigation in the working new federal agency to operate the ‘high-
- -draft of the SMMP to be bothambiguous lcvcl wastc storage and dxsposal program
and constrained; 7) the study area identi- .+ :
' fied'in the ‘working draft of .thec SMMP ‘Next, Mr. Husscman rcrcrrcd to a' Federal
~does not include arcas of potential '. chlstcr Notice, ‘dated February 27, 1987.
~:1impact;’ and :8) the failurei'of the .draft ‘He said the advance: notice was related to
2 working SMMP -to rcflect or acknowledge NRC‘s proposed rulcmakmg for- changes
'previously” stated “positions-of ‘the states “in the' definition™ of ‘high-level - waste
-and Indian tribes places the value of‘ fur- (10 CFR Part 60). ‘He ‘called’ upon_ Joe
ther review in doubt S S : * Stohr to bricf the Board members on the
Lo process' of NRC’s re-definition of high-
Mr.?Husscman mformcd the Board: that Icvel waste.  Mr, Stohr reported the NRC
. the current EMMP and SMMP arc consid- --had previously -adopted rcgulatlons for
ercd to be "working drafts". These doc- -* dxsposal of " high-level radxoa_ctwc wastes
uments describc how USDOE would deal  * “in geologic - repositorics. The - NRC
with impacts of:! site characterization, - -intends to modxl'y the definition of hngh-
both ‘cnvironmental and socioeconomic. - level’ wastc and is sohcmng public -com-
* 'USDOE will issue a "draft" version ‘of the ment . on’ altcrnatnvc approaches - for
. EMMP and SMMP for-more in-depth - - dcvéloping Za'>" ‘revised - definition.

'

'.frcvxcw and dctallcd commcnt RN 'Ml‘ Stohr - noted ‘the - comment ‘period
Dot T cxpnrcs Apnl 29,1987, 'He * said’ NRC

: "wA motxon was: cntcrtaxncd for’ thc Board’s - ‘cxpects to’ have a fxnal proposal in
. endorsement of: the Fcbruary 27,:1987 - approximately 1 ycar. T
t EMMP comments prepared. by “Senator - o T .
' Max ‘Benitz,: Senator: Irving Newhouse, 7. Mr. Bishop rcferred -'to- a letter he had
-and Representative Nancy: Rust.i*Alletter 7 rececived from - cighti ‘members:- of:, the
© to iMr.-Anttonen - stating’ :the Board’s ! Washington = Statc Legislature,” “dated
- endorsecment-of . the :February:27,71987 : March’ 19,1987.-' The Ictter addrcsscd the
. ~transmittal "'was™ to follow.: Thc motion 71~ issuc of ‘the NRC’s ‘request for commcnts
- was scconded and carricd’unanimously. .+ on the re<definition ‘of high-level waste.
: : He said :the':Legislative “members’ had
Commissioner James K. Assclstine’s .- .:rcquested a technical working group be
remarks at the Sccond Topical Confer- appointed to dcvelop comments for the



the

Board’s consideration and submittal to
the NRC. Mr. Bishop concurrcd with the
request and. proposed the technical work-
ing group be established.

Mr. Husseman bricfly discussed corre-
spondence items handed out to thc Board
members during the mecting. The first
item was a lead cditorial by The New
York Times, - titled: "Blundering Over
Nuclear Burial". He said.the article on
repository program, stated
"Mr. Herrington inherited a plan for a
workable political‘compromisc. In ignor-

..ing it, he squandcred the opportunity . ..

"Now Congress will have to pick up the

_pieces and try again." -
.noted the article .reitcrated the growing

- Mr, Husseman

awarencss of problems in the repository
program.

A letter from James._Robcrtson, M.D.,
Ph.D of the U.S. Department of- Encrgy,

- dated February 13, 1987, contained spe-
-cific responses .to. the. Hanford Health
Effects

Panel recommendations.

. Mr. Husseman noted the letter communi-

cated USDOE’s intent for action on the
HHEP recommendations and would be
reviewed further by Office staff,

In.. the conclusion of . his rcport,
Mr. Husseman recferred to three letters.
The first item was a lctter of response to
Congressman Swift, from Ben Rusche,
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management, dated February 18, 1987.
In his lctter, Mr. Rusche stated that upon
carcful analysis of the October 20, 1986
Weaver/Markey letter and memorandum
it was concluded the findings of the Sub-
committees’ staff investigations were
without basis. The second item,
Mr. Husseman noted, was an immediate
letter of response to Secretary Herrington
from Congressmen Markey, Swift, and
Wyden, dated February 19, 1987. The
Congressmens’ letter questions USDOE'’s
site-selection process and  Sccretary

. Herrington was again asked to review the

Subcommittee’s investigation.

-February 27, 1987.

.ing

-/

Mr. Husseman said the third item
referred to .a letter directed to -Warren
Bishop from Daniel Mecek,”. dated
Enclosed .. with:-the
letter was-a. memorandum, from Mr. Mcek
to Chairman: Udall that was a reply to
USDOE’s response to -the Subcommittees
report. - Mr, Husseman urged the Board

. members to carefully review these items

of correspondence; hc noted the Council
would receive copics of the letters.

Waste M'anagement ‘87 Report. ..

Mr. Husseman reported the recent Waste
Management ‘87 Conference was a 4-day
event held in Tuscon, Arizona - during
March. He said: approximately 1,500
people had attended the conference.
Most of the attendees were technically
oricnted people involved with aspects of

high-level. and low-level waste ;. issues.
Mr. Husseman.- commented  that .. the
‘87 Conference-. provided an excellent

opportunity for the states/tribes to pre-

- sent their, concerns regarding the .imple-

mentation- of the repository program to
technical people, utilities and environ-
mental groups. He said the Waste
Management ‘87 Abstracts contained in
the Board: notcbook. were related to the
issucs at Hanford or thc nuclear waste
program ovcrall,

. Draft Améndment to the Mission Plan

Dick Watson, Chairman of the . Mission
Plan Review Committee, stated his:pre-
sentation dealt with the Washington Statc
Nuclear Waste Board draft comments on
the January, 1987 Draft Mission Plan
Amendment. Hec reported the Board’s
draft. comments Overview expresses
strong concern that-- the role of ~ the
Mission Plan was not clear. The specific
issues that are identified in the draft
comments are: .- 1) the view of . the
progress made by USDOE in implement-
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
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(NWPA); 2) USDOE's attempted -inappro-
- priate use of the Mission -Plan as a.vchi-

rcle for justifying actions that do not

comply. with the Act, 3) the decision to

. postponc site-specific work on a sccond

- licenscable, :

" repository; 4) the.-site sclection - process

for the first repository indicates the:jus-
tifications for. 'site: sclection are : being
developed after rather -than before: the
fact; 5) the wastc acceptance schedule is

pcnlously dependent on . a -tecnuous .and
‘arbitrary

MRS . schcdulc .6) USDOE
appcars to be procccdmg to build its
characterization program on the assump-
tion that. all ' sites. will indeced be
rather - -than - cstablishing

. strategies -to  actively :search for. fatal

.8) .USDOE

flaws; 7) the technical- difficulties “and
associated added- costs of constructing a

-repository at Hanford were -inappropri-

ately discounted by USDOE in its-sclcc-
tion of .sites .for characterization; :and
should . further : dctail : the
methods it .will use to resolve transporta-
tion and sociocconomic issuecs. The draft

; .. comments proposc - the following :proce-
.dures for USDOE to restore program, pol-

A 1) openly

icy, and legal credibility to the program:

involve  affeccted - states ‘and
tribes in ., its ; proposcd- . managcment
changes . and, - -clearly describe - thosc

.changes to Congress in. the Plan amend-
-ment; 2) develop.'a thorough and system-

~atic' quality . assurance program- before

+ initiating

rand
:pro-

characterization; - - ;-

3) implement -Governor . Gardner’s:

posal for a- national conf‘hct .rcsolution
. process. - P SRR TS

N
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referred to

Max the

Power

- March .19, 1987 -memorandum from: the

... Legislative members of . the Mission . Plan
Review. .Committee. -

He-said Scnator Al
VWilliams, Scnator Max chtz,,chrcscn-

- . tative, Dxck Nclson, and Represcntative

" Louise Miller- were unable..to attend the

.:.actual committec .meeting -for. the review

. of the draft Mission,Plan Amendment;

however thcy had rcqucstcd their com-
ments of the draft Mission Plan Amend-
ment be incorporated into the Nuclear

. -1 Waste:
- USDOE. Mr. Bishop proposed the com-
. ments - of the Legislative members be
" transmitted

- response.

</

-

-Board’s * official = responsc to

in : the Board’s - official

Don Provost stated the ‘draft ‘comments

- ment.

beforc the Board included recommenda-
tions made by the Advisory Council upon
its review ‘of: the-Mission Plan' Amend-
However, he noted, the -Advisory

Council had agrced -therc: should. be

-~ .greater cmphasis on ‘the implerﬂcn;ation
"+ of the MRS concept; it was recommended

‘that stronger language,
~the linkage of a‘proposcd?MR'S'anc_l a,
:NRC licensed repository be:incorporated

in-reference to

.':wtmto the fmal version of the Board’ s ‘offi-

A motion was madc authonzmg

transmit-

'cxal rcsponsc

the
Chair of the -Nuclcar Waste Board to
the : “Tcomments on the
January 1987 - “draft Mission Plan
Amendment to USDOE, with the undcr-

:: standing that appcnded -comments of the

' i -Legislative :members and new - language

Crvlarge-arca ‘mapping technique i
... sophisticated. digital

to ‘a-: map.::
--resembles -an-acrial iphotograph :at first
sisglance, but'the range.of tones from white
o: ~to . black.: is
- rather -than optical -properties of object
- on the'ground. ' He notcd ‘thesc propertics
-:;» were alfected by -composition, shape, ori-

regarding .the MRS facility "be “incorpo-

rated into the final-draft vcrsion " The

~-motion was sccondcd and carncd

Side- Lookmg Alrbome Radar Survey
. (SLAR)

i Wil-ham Brewer: reported ‘that- a “recent
4: mapping survey pro;cct (SLAR) had cov-

cred the “:Ritzville, “Walla Walla “and
Pendleton  1:250,000 quadrangles. He
commented - that' SLAR, also known as
SAR (synthctic aperture radar) was a
in “which
clectronic ' circuits
converted return.signals from' the ground
Dr. Brewer ‘said .the map

~:determined by’ -clectrical

entation and physical texture of the



targets. The SLAR map, Dr. Brewer con-
tinucd, gives geologists another dimension
of search; one which' can be combincd
with. ground mapping, acrial and satellite
photography and- subsurface: geophysics
to produce a composite or "intcgrated"
picture of surface and subsurface struc-
tures and rock types.

. Dr. Brewer said a meeting with the
USDOE gcologists . took place on
. March 17. During this meeting the SLAR

principles, cquipment and history of
applications were reviewed. In closing
“his | report, Dr. Brewer . noted the

computer-enhanced imagery will become
. available as carly as. May and not later
than September.  He commented. that it
‘was important to notc the SLAR data
would be publicly available and there
would undoubtedly be a number of inde-
pendent interprctations. -

Condemnation Principle in Geologic
Studies

. Dr. Brewer commented briefly on the
. geotechnical studies at Hanford. He said
the Nuclear Waste Board. has questionced
“the approach taken by the USDOE to
verify sites which are suitable. for gco-
logic repositories, Since 1976 the
. geotechnical studies at Hanford have
consumed large amounts of money and
scientific expertisc. He noted a brief
comparison of the USDOE approach with
that of industry was available in the
"NUCLEAR WASTE Reporter".

Litigation Status

Narda Picrce, Assistant Attorney General,
.reported that 'in an.  order issued
March 4, 1987, the. Ninth Circuit Court
of Appeals had ruled on a number of
outstanding motions. -She said the Court

. . granted the state of Washington’s motion

- for cxpedited hearing on the challenge to
- suspension of sccond repository site sclec-
tion. On September 19, 1986 the state of
Washington had filed a motion asking the

Court to declare the suspension of the
sccond repository to be in violation of
the Nuclear Wastc Policy Act. ' At!the
same time, a ‘motion was filed asking for
an expedited hearing. The Court.granted

. the motion’ for an expedited hearing and

cstablished: a  briefing ~schedule ‘ which
required opening ‘briefs to be filed on
April 27, 1987. The U.S. Department of
Energy’s brief responding to Washington’s
legal "arguments must be filed 30 days
later. Ms. Pierce reported appearances to
support Washington * State have - been
cntcred by the states of Texas, Nevada,
Oregon, Nebraska,” and' Idaho. ° The
Yakima Indian Nation, Clark County
PUD, ' Environmental Defcnse: Fund,
Pcople Against Nuclcar Dumping ‘at Han-
ford, and Nuclear Waste Task Force have
also entcred their support to the' Court.
She noted' that several Eastern States
have filed appcarances on the behalf of
the USDOE; North Carolina, Wisconsin,
and Virginia- have indicated they will
support the Sccretary of Energy. & ©

Ms. Picrce stated the Court has also ruled
on the motion by the U.S. Department of
Energy to consolidate the Siting Guide-
lines cases with the 1986 Nuclear Waste
cases. The state' of Washington, along
with other pctitioners, opposed - this
motion. for consolidation. She noted it
was the state’s position that consolidation
would ~create confusion of  litigation
issues and slow resolution of - the:Siting
Guidclines cases. The Court’s decision
denied © consolidation of the ' Siting
Guidelines casecs and the 1986 Nuclear
Waste cases.

The state of Washington and other partics
had moved for discovery to establish
entitlement to request documents, ‘inter-
rogatorics * and -dcpositions “ from the
USDOE.- Ms. Pierce said the USDOE
offered to open its "internal files" for
revicw by the partics. The Court denied
the motions for discovery. However, the



: spec:ﬁc dxscovcry

:'Court ruled that upon réview of thc doc-

uments prcscntcd by USDOE rcncwal of
rcqucsts could be
made.

The Court dcmcd the statcs motxon for
the appointment’ of a’ special mastcr to
oversee dnscovcry and conduct ‘Tact-

_ fmdmg Thc Court dcs:gnatcd a’3- Judgc

pancl to - hcar all cases through the
motions phasc before the final bricfing
on the "merits panel”. Ms. Pierce. said it
was hopcful that the dcsngnatnons of a
single motions panel and a judge'to ovcr-
sec discovery would provide the continu-

_ity which the statc originally sought to
‘achieve through appomtmcnt of a spccxal

‘Congressional session.

master.
Federal Leglslation

Charlxc Roc Ass:stant Attorncy Gcncral
stated a major Udall/Sharp bill, HR 1414,
was mtroduccd in the Housc of Repre-
scntatives. ‘The - bill : deals with the

" nuclear wastc liability issues and is bascd

largely on"HR_5650 0 of ‘the next- preccding
Mr. Roe said_scv-
havc been madc

eral modifications

‘mcludmg the dclctnon of a provxsnon that

bill of last’ scssxon

. ‘-statcs wm bc mvxtcd to tcstxfy

-i'consndcrcd the ' USDOE to be a pnvatc
“contractor whcn

it pcrformcd ‘various
functions’ pcrtammg to’ radxoactlvc
wastcs.  He noted the bill calls for an
increase of $500 mxlllon over thc sxmllar
The first Congrcs-
sional hcaring’ on the nuclcar habnlxty
issue " is- tcnt'mvcly 'schcdulcd for
April 23,1987 “ in
the Nuclcar
Regulatory Commission “and " mtcrcstcd

Sared

RS

?’In rcgard to: thc Nuclear Wastc Pollcy Act
AAmcndmcnt Mr. Roé lrcportcd that sev-
ti“eral bills had been introduced aff:rmmg

Secretary Hcrrmgton s May 28 dccision to

‘suspend the sccond-round ‘repository. He
" noted HR 783,

(chrcscntatxvc Wyden
and others) rclating to the USDOE’s com-
pliancc with federal cnvironmental pro-

Washmgton "D.C.
‘Mr.'Roe said the’ USDOE

""" tection |

standards, . and . """ 'HR 895

e (Representative Gonzalcs) on " hazardous
" materials transportauon have also. ‘been
'mtroduccd ' :

"Mr. Roc notcd the March-17 hcarmg for

the subcommnttcc of the Senate Environ-

‘ment and Public Works Committee had

been canceled. Sccrctary Hcrrmgton and
a representative of the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission were not able to appear
for a discussion regarding the implemen-

_tation of the NWPA . and the second-

‘round repository issuc,

It was noted the
hcarmg had tcntatnvcly been re-scheduled
for April2. 1In closmg, Mr. Roe said a

.., tentative hcanng has been .set for Apnl 8

in’ rcgard to the prcscntatxons of vicws on
.. the same subject from’ states, tnbcs and
o vanous mtcrcstcd groups

" Mr. Husscman ;

mformcd " the "Board

f members that thc Housc Appropnatxons

. Subcommittee

.on  Encrgy and, Water

"_'Dcvclopmcnt is holdmg open hcarmgs for

Max Powcil
~the Dcpartmcnt of Ecology grant should
' be
. March 23-27. ‘He noted the. DSHS portion

'congrcss:onal and out51dc wxmcss testi-
.mony from March 29 - April 2,
. . Mr. Rusche, USDOE, is scheduled to tes-
.- tify on March 31 and Bob Loux, Nevada,
U will testify on April 2.
" noted that Mr. Loux. has askcd the state
' of Washmgton
_testimony.

He said

Mr. Husseman

for . input . mto_ his

US .Dcpart'mcot of Energy Report

USDOE Rnchland rcoortcd

finalized durmg the wcck of

" 'of .the grant needed furthér review and a

' ) mcctmg between DSHS and USDOE rep-
’ rcscntatnvcs was. schcdulcd for March 25

in Scattle.  The Institute for. Public

.. Policy grant “has ‘been rcvncwcd and is
“.f'currcntly at

USDOE Headquarters for
comment and should also be fmallzcd the
last week of. March P



The Site Charactcrization Plan (SCP) is
currently being worked on. Mr. Powcll
"-said some chapters of the SCP have
already been finalized. He informed the
Board members that Jim Mecca would be
available to present a full report on the
SCP if so desired. Mr. Bishop accepted
Mr. Powell’s offer for an in-depth discus-
sion of the SCP; he proposed the report
be presented jointly to the Board and
Council in the near future,

Committee Reports

Hanford Historical Documents Review

Committee: Dr. Royston Filby, Chair,
rcported the HHDRC had met on
February 27, in Portland, Oregon. He
" informed the Board that thc committee
had previously concurred that the issue
of dose reconstruction was a high prior-
ity issue and critical to additional studics
rccommended by the Hanford Hecalth
" Effects Panel. Initially the HHDRC had
‘considered performing an independent
study of dose reconstruction; USDOE,
also, had determined dose rccohst,ruction
- was a critical issue in terms of further
studies of historical releases. Upon view-
ing the cost, type of data involved and
the major issue of credibility, Dr. Filby
said;, the HHDRC and USDOE/PNL
entered into negotiations to conduct a
joint dose reconstruction study project.
During the meeting representatives from
the U.S. Dcpartment of Energy. and
Pacific Northwest Laboratorics (PNL)
prescented a draft Overview of a proposcd
joint dose rcconstruction study project to
the committec. Thec HHDRC tentatively
agreed to support, in principle, a joint
"dose reconstruction study project with
" USDOE. This agreement was made with
the understanding that issucs concerning
data access, the selection of the members
of the Technical Steering Pancl (TSP), cte
cetera would be resolved. He commented
that a recent meeting between the
- HHDRC subcommittee and the
USDOE/PNL representatives resulted in
most of the outstanding key issues being

resolved. As a result, an outline of a
joint dosc reconstruction study: project
was now in place and a draft ggrcement
would be revised for the HHDRC's . con-
sideration at thc March mecting.

Dr. Filby noted the HHDRC had previ-
ously concurred that a thyroid morbxdlty
study should be performed and that the
study should be conducted mdcpcndently
of the dose rcconstruction effort. . The
HHDRC has proposed a group of
cpidemiological/thyroid cxperts . be
appointed to advise the committee on the
implementation procedure and structure
of a thyroid morbidity study.

Mr. Bishop requested copics of the final
joint dose reconstruction study agreement
be sent to the Board and Advisory
Councils members. He also suggested a
joint mecting in the near future of the

Board and Advisory Council for an
update of thc HHDRC’s activities.
Socioeconomic_Committee: Curtis .
Eschels, Chair, stated that a . written

report of the committee’s recent activitics
was contained in the notebook. He said a
major issue discussed at the February 24
meeting had been the proposed contract
for the preparation of the Sociocconomic
impact report. He procecded to describe
the year-long process involved in. the
selection of a contractor to perform the
impact report. Mr. Eschcls notcd that the
Socioeconomic Committee had held 4
public meetings around the state of
Washington during April 1986 to. solicit
ideas and concerns in regard to clements
of sociological and economic changes.
Next, he said, the Socioeconomic. commit-
tce composed a formal list of the com-
mittee’s objectives and included issucs to
be addressed by the contractors.
Requcsts for proposal (RFP) were - then
sent out to approximately 324 potcntlal
bidders. A screening committee  was
formed to review the submitted proposals
in which 4 finalists were chosen. The
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“‘final phasc for the sclcctron of a contrac-
‘tor 1s now in proccss -If negotiations
fprogrcss as cxpcctcd work’ would begin
in early April. *Mr. Eschels informed the
Board members that the sclected contrac-
tor to preparc’ the impact ‘rcport was
Impact Asscssmcnt ‘Inc of “La " Jolla,
-fCalrforma o
In rcgard to substancc Mr Eschcls statcd
the contract would be a _multi-
' phasc/multi-year ' contract “that’ would
‘deal . with all the socioeconomic 1mpacts
‘that would ‘likely occur if Hanford ‘con-
tinued to be: a ‘'selected site for charactcr-
ization and- potcntral operation. = ‘The
" work would procecd 'in Tour phascs, ¢ach
'suchct to budgetary authorrzatrons at the
‘beginning of each phase due to thc com-
cidence of grants. He noted thé current
grant covers Phasc 1 at the cost of
approximately $1,100,000. The contract
covers all expenses and includes a fixed
8% "cost fec".” All expenscs would -have
to be authorized under task ordcrs rssucd
by thc Offlcc staff : i " CooEe

Mr.. Eschcls reported that was” the

‘i Sociocconomic Committee’s’ rccommcnda-

" tion' the statc of Washington cnter “into
the “proposed contract regarding ° the

.. Socioeconomic .impact report. A ‘motion

was made for the Board to accept’ the
committee’s rccommendation- to'enter into
a contract with - Impact Asscssment Inc
Iand that thc Board rccommcnd thc pro-
- was..seconded.® :Mr.. Brshop callcd upon
thc Board for drscussron N

NSRS i S B

‘ iDr Frlby ‘asked ‘Mr. Eschcls rf provrsrons
-~were included in the' contract: for partici-
" pation by Washington cducational: ‘institu-
tions. Mr. Eschels said the¢ “RFP ‘had
cmphasized that bidders usc rcsourccs
within thei Washington ‘ institutions' for
higher cducation. Within ‘the contract, he
noted, there were individuals from the
University of Washington who were to be
key contributors. Mr. Husscman stated
the contract management portion of the

" "*Mr. Bishop
' regarding the Socrocconomxc Commrttccs
'rccommcndatron for the award of the

A

" impact report would require major cffort.

He ‘said ‘that rcccnt discussion with Max
Powecr, Institutc for Public Polrcy, had
resulted in the rdca of forming ‘a moni-

" toring committce consisting of university
""cxpcrts from wrthm the arca. Max Power
‘commcntcd that in the fall’ of 1985 the
" Institute ' began to dcvclop a ‘resource
*" from among umversrty experts that could

‘pcrform a review ‘function, ‘on “behalf of

‘the statc of Washmgton as’ “tasks ‘and

mcthodologrcs develop. © Further discus-

_sion fo_llowcd _

cntcrtarncd ““the . motion

contract proposal The - motron was

"‘f‘_'[movcd scconded, and carried.. On behalf

of the Board Mr. Brshop cxtcnded appre-
ciation to those involvéd in the’ develop-

,ment and prcparatron of thc proposcd
'Vcontract .

Claudc Lakcwold rcportcd that past and
- recent  local govcrnmcnt concern and

intcrest has bccn concurrent wrth the

" “development “of .a  proposal “for. the

‘Sociocconomic impact study.
- verbal agrccmcnt had “been rcachcd
- between the’ Socrocconomrc Commrttcc
‘and  the Mrd Columbia*” Consortrum of

‘ He ' said

Govcrnmcms rcgardrng the role of the

" " Consortium ‘in thc review of ‘the prepara-
“tion of the:impact report. He statcd that

preliminary ;requests have been’ presented
to the Board for its reccommendation, to

““the Dcpartmcnt of ‘Ecology, that l'undmg
. “bc approvcd for, the - local govcrnmcnts
rcvrcw of thc 1mpact rcport the two

“recent’ government | entitics that have
“submitted funding rcqucsts .. were:
"~1) Clark County, and may" cxpand to
' Skamania County, 72) Cowlrtz ' .and
Wahkrakum County, may cxpand to
“include Pacific County Mr Lakcwold

" ;notcd the funding contracts ‘were’ some-

what similar to the maJor Socrocconomrc

'"'"agrccmcnt in ‘the fact that a continuous

type of -agrcement would be’ budgeted for



12 month periods. Basically, the con-
tracts would provide governmental cnti-
ties the resources and capabilities for
participation in the Sociocconomic impact
study as it procceds. A motion was made
for the Board’s approval of the two
memorandums of agrcement as proposed
by the Sociocconomic Committec, subjecct
to approval by the Assistant Attorney

General as to form; and, that the Board:

recommend to the Department of Ecology
“the contract be awarded. The motion
" was moved, scconded, and carricd.

Mr. Eschels reported that Don Taylor,
Department of Revenue, had represented
the Socioeconomic Committee in a recent
discussion with USDOE concerning pay-
ments equivalent to taxes (PETT). As
follow-up, Mr. Taylor will present to the
committec a dectailed ‘budget to calculate
PETT paymcnts due to the state.

Environmental Monitoring Committee:
Terry Strong reported the committee had
met on March 13. A major topic of dis-
cussion was the implementation of public
awareness in regard to the status of the
Hanford Health Effects recommenda-
tions. He noted the final recommenda-
tions report would not be published and
available to the public until late summer.
In the interim, the EMC agreed that peri-
odic news releases/articles would be
appropriate; DSHS staff and Department
of Ecology staff arec currently working
on this issue.

Mr. Bishop announced the upcoming res-
ignation of Nancy Kirner. He acknowl-
cdged Ms. Kirner’s dedicated and consci-
entious commitment to the Board during
her service as Alternate Designee and
Designee for the Department of Social
and Health Services, Chairperson of the
Environmental Monitoring Committee,
and as_ a reprcsentative of Washington
State on the Hanford Historical Docu-
ments Review Committee. On behalf of
the Board members, Mr. Bishop expressed
sincere appreciation of Ms. Kirner’s ser-

vice to the Board and citizens of the
state of Washington. A motion was enter-
taincd to adopt Resolution 8794, The
motion was seconded and carried unani-
mously (See attached Resolution §7-4).

Transportation Committee: Dick. Watson
reported the Transportation Committee
did not mect during the month of March
1987. The next mecting of the committee
will be April 2.

Defense Waste: Don Provost reported
USDOE had scheduled a mecting to dis-
cuss the .preliminary response by the U.S.
Department of Energy to comments on
the Hanford Defense. Waste EIS. . How-
ever, the meeting had been postponed for
approximately 3 weeks. He noted that
the Decfcense Waste Committee .is invited
to attend.

State Legislation

Linda Stcinmann briefly reported on the
status of recpository related legislation.
She said SB 5164: Radioactive Materials
Interstate Agreement, was now in the
Rules Committece. The bill proposes to
establish an interstate committee to dis-
cuss transportation issues involving
radioactive materials. SB _5165: Radio-
active Materials Transportation Permit,
would regulate the transportation of
radioactive materials and establish a
transportation permit and fce system.
She said it had passed the Senate and is
scheduled for a hearing in House Energy.
SB 5222: Radioactive Ports of Entry (cf
HB 385), would establish procedures for
designating ports of entry for radioactive
waste. Ms, Steinmann noted SB 5222 had
not been scheduled for a hearing, how-
ever, HB385 was scheduled for a hearing
in Senate Energy & Utilities.

Other lcgislative bills which were still
active included:



" tained general

“available soon.’

~ soon.

*1) SB 5351: Supplemental Budget;
2) SB 5377: Department of . V5 ]
Public Health (cf HB 409);
3) SB 639: Nuclear Accident
.. Response Study; and
4) HIM 4023: Radioactive Wastc o
Cleanup/Hanford. -

Washington Institute for Public Policy .

. public information activitics.
bricfly rcported that some of the prod-
" ucts -coming -forth during the ‘month of

Other Business
Mr. Bis'};op callecd upon Marta Wilder to

updatc thc Board members on current
Ms. Wilder

April would be a poster of the Hanford

-, arca, scveral; updated fact -sheets and a

Max Power stated that the Washington -

Statc Institute for Public Policy had

recently prepared a notcbook which con-.
information” on “nuclear
He .-said the notebook,

wastc issucs,
titled, "Nuclear Waste: a Bricfing Book
for chnslators" was available
réquest. A’ revised information’ rcport

regarding monitored retricvable’ storage:

(MRS), Mr. Power continucd, was cur-

,upon

...\

draft sitc characterization focus paper.

-'She noted that a series of regional public

information meetings would be starting

‘during the mont’hiof,May.

There - being ‘no :further business, the
meeting was adjourned.

rently at the prmtcrs and would . be . .

brief regarding the altcrnatives on geo-
logic disposal would also be available

t —
Sy

He ‘notéd that an issuc

-10-
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WASHINGTON STATE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD
RESOLUTION 87-4

March 20, 1987

WHEREAS, the Washington State Nuclear Waste Board has included a representative of
the Department of Social and Health Services since its inception; and

WHEREAS, the Secretary of the Department of Social and Health Services has appointed
a designec to represent the Department; and

WHEREAS, the Department’s designee plays a critical role in the Board’s decision making

process as Chair of the Environmental Monitoring Committee; and

WHEREAS, Nancy Kirner has served conscientiously and energetically as Alternate
Designee and Designee to the Department since 1983; and

WHEREAS, she served as a representative of Washington State on the Hanford Historical
Documents Review Committee; and

WHEREAS, she successfully coordinated the Hanford Health Effects Panel meeting; and

WHEREAS, she provided the technical background that allowed for the translation of sci-
entific concepts, in an imagirative manner, into layperson’s language; and

WHEREAS, she was candid and forthright in expressing an opinion on numerous crucial
Board decisions;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Washington State Nuclear Waste Board
expresses its sincere appreciation of Nancy Kirner for her dedicated service to the Board
and to the citizens of the state of Washington;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board wishes Nancy Kirner the best of luck in

future professional endeavors in the private sector.

Adopted at Lacey, Washington this Q2O th day of March, 1987.

WARREN A. HOP, CHAIR
WASHINGTON STATE
NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD




