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

Introductory Remarks

Mr. Bishop acknowledged the busy sched-
ules of the House and Senate members
due to the Legislative session and
expressed appreciation to those members
who were able to attend the Board meet-
ing.

Approval of Mindtes

A motion was made and seconded to
approve the minutes, as published, of
December 19, 1986 and January 16, 1987.
The motion carried and the minutes were
approved.

Presence of Natural Resources at
Hanford

Mr. Bishop reported federal siting stan-
dards and regulations for a nuclear waste
repository require consideration of the
natural resource potential at a site. He
recalled the Joint Board and Council
meeting held February 19, in whxch the
discussion centered on the presence of
natural resources at the Hanford site and
the Federal siting standards.  Presenta-
tions were given by Bill ‘Lingley,
Department of Natural Resources (DNR),

Curtis Canard, Council ~of Energy
Resource  Tribes (CERT), Gordon
Bloomquist, Washington State. Energy

Office (WSEO), and Dr. Bill"" Brewer,
Department of  Ecology/Office  of
Nuclear Waste Managcment

Mr. Bishop stated several items-involving
natural resources at the Hanford site fell
under jurisdiction of DNR. In continua-
tion, he introduced Brian Boyle, Commis-
sioner of Public Lands, Department of
Natural Resources.

Mr. Boyle informed the Board his presen-

_tation dealt ‘with pollcy rcmforcemcnt in

support-of,:draft_ _Resolution:. 87-2. The

~draft.Resolution deals with reassessment

“of USDOE guidelines on the oil and gas

-

- [

—/

potential in the Columbia Basin, and pre-
venting’ the  possible’ foreclosure of eco-
nomic values regarding oil and gas devel-
opment. He preceded the presentation by

- stating he was.a member of the Washing-

ton State Nuclear Waste Board. However,
during the formation of the original task
force and the subsequent development of
the Board, Mr. Boyle said, he felt it was
important to have someone with geologi-
cal interest and perspective to represent
his position as a Board member. To
develop and maintain this form of conti-
nuity Ray Lasmanis, State Geologist, and
Bill Lingley were appointed as Designee
and Alternate Designee, respectively.

In his presentation to the Board,
Mr. Boyle stated as Commissioner of
Public Lands he is the Trust Administra-
tor for approximately 3 million acres of
uplands. Additionally, other trust recipi-
ents, i.e. prisons, hospitals, and universi-
ties also benefit from the administration
of trust lands given to the state, by
Congress, on  statechood in 1889.
Throughout the years, Mr. Boylec reported,
there have been ongoing problems in
diversifying sources of revenue over
time. However, attempts have been made
to break through the single-purpose ori-
entation that makes school trust incomes
dependent on timber revenue. He said

there is currently nothing to replace the-

trust income when timber revenue
declines, as it has in the last few years.

In 1981 the Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) reviewed the state of
Washmgtons oil and gas laws. In 1982
DNR passed a bill through the Legisla-
ture dramatxcally changing the laws
which regulate the oil and gas industries,
the pooling of oil and gas reservoirs, and
leasing for oil and gas purposes. In addi-
tion, Mr. Boyle reported, lease holder
rights were incorporated and major
changes in the environmental section of
the laws became stronger. Laws which
had not been changed since 1951 and
regulations which had not been changed
since 1956 were updated and/or changed.
Despite the recession in the oil and gas
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~ site, should "be considered.
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mdustncs in recent ycars, mdustry inter-
est is still extremely “high. ' Mr. Boyle
-commented that ninety- five " pcrccnt of
“the 400,000 acres of state lands ‘in the
Columbia Basin are ecither leased or
. bresently nominated to lease for oil and
Among thc compamcs that
have a lcascholdcr or a fce interest in the
basm ‘area are:  Shell, Exxon, Chevron,
" Amoco, Arco," Amcncan Hunter, Tyrcx
and Meridian. As‘a’ rcsult_ he said, there
has béen substantial industry invcétrhcnt
in the Columbia Basin. Over ‘the 1as't“ few
years $75 million has been - spent in the
Columbia Basin for drilling "and’ ‘geol-
it has’ becn estimated
‘that Shell and Chcvron alonc spcnt $10
mxllxon m SClSmlC actnvmcs L

"Mr. Boyle | 'said, based on the study ‘pre-
parcd by Bnll Lingley ‘and Tim Walsh the
Department of Natural Rcsourccs
" believes thcrc are economic and procedu-

’_ ral problems with the waste isolation pro-

" ject at Hanford." The rchonal benefits of
oil and - gas “subsurface hydrocarbon
potential in the Columbxa Basin 'may
“actually outwcxgh “the economlc benefit
“'of the Basalt Waste Isolatxon PrOJCCt
“DNR contends there. is sxgmflcant 0il and
‘gas potcntnal around thc Hanford arca
and throughout the’ Columbxa “Basin.

“~ Mr. Boyle’ noted ‘the estimates show 30

possxble pctrolcum traps; individually,
-many of the traps have the potcnttal to
_produce $500 ° mxllxon in gas ‘revenue.
Subscqucntly, any onc smgular trap ‘could
rcprcsent millions “of dollars of mcomc
for K-12 cducatron »

In conclusnon Mr. Boyle rccalled ‘the’state
of Washmgtons challengc to the site
‘He , statcd there
should be morc than proccdural chal-
lcnges to thc sclectlon proccdurc the sub-

_ stantive xssucs ‘for oil and gas potent:al
- including “the" wcxghtmg cffects ol' oil

and gas potcnt:al agamst thc cconomxc
development potential at” thc Hanford
“Mr. Bxshop
thanked Mr Boylc for hns prcsentatnon

LR

: '-"Bxll nglcy rcrtcratcd that
~ . study,’ performed by Tim Walsh and ‘him-

“taken by
~Chevron, etc.
" done by Rockwell, USDOE (specifically a
“‘: report

o

,"l I’

the’ ‘DNR

self, conflrmc’d previous studies under-
indust_ry invelving " Shell,
“Also, it confirms “studies

pcrformcd by Campbcll and

ns in_ the
vxcmrty of the ‘proposed- rcposxtory ‘Basi-
cally, Mr. Llngley 'said, the: conclusxons of
- the rcports indicate therc are numerous
and "large potenttal traps for hydrocar-
--bons. He noted "the’ traps ‘as bcmg ‘classi-

“fied "potential" due:to the fact there is

no - ev;dcncc at present to 'suggest the
" traps are ncccssarrly chargcd with hydro-
carbons; however, ‘there arc large places
to store petrolcum The traps are on the
same order’ of magmtudc as the struc-
“tures which form giant oil and natural
'gas f:clds in Iran, Canada, and the Rocky
Mountams of the US. Addltlonally, the

‘ nature of gas shows in wells’ dnllcd to

~date’ are cxtremcly cncouragmg The gas
“ shows recorded in the Shell/Yaknma 1-33
and also Shcll/Bur]mgton Northcrn 1-9

"' were of such a'nature, that had the wells

_: been drilled clsewhere and not ‘had to

o

, 1deal
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¥
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penctratc a thxck sectnon of basalt ‘they
would “‘“have ' * been = ' ‘commercial.
Mr. Lingley continued, stating the ther-
mal hxstory (cookmg of the organic car-
in thc rocks ‘'which could create
“petroleum) “of thc Columbta Basin is
,The rcscrvoxrs in the’ Basm whlle
not cxccllcnt wcrc suffxcxcnt to contam
thc kmds of maJor ‘reserves that ‘would
cncouragc ‘the” cxploratlon program that
Mr Boylc prevxous]y mcnt:oncd -

Senator Max chtz mquxred 1(' Washmg-
ton in xts hlstory as a state, had received
rcvcnue rcsultmg from 'gas .and/or
pctrolcum products Mr. Boyle statcd the

a7 I'CVCDUC l‘CCCIVCd xn most rcccnt ycars has

been’ $35 - $4 mnllxon pcr ycar as a
result of bonus bids or leases. Prior to
that, hc noted, there have been no monies

o rcccxvcd m actual royaltrcs

* Mr. Bxshop callcd ‘upon’ Bxll Brcwcr to
dcfmc the provisions within the Nuclear
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Waste Policy Act and Siting Guidelines
-causing the proposal of draft Resolution
.. 87-2. Dr. Brewer stated natural resources
discussed during the previous day’s Joint
Board and Council . presentation were:
petroleum (deep natural gas), low-grade
gcothcrmal resources, and water resources
in future irrigation pattcrns. He saxd the
natural resources question is treated dif-
~ ferently in the Act and Siting Guidelines
from any other potential dxsquahfler
.That is, a geological or hydrological issue
would have to be addressed in the licens-
- ing process, but, the Act is specific in
. stating a concentration involving natural
_resources, currently valuable, at a reposi-
. tory site in -a greater conccntratxon than
..the average in the crust .of the earth
‘could be an automatxc dxsqualxl'xcr

Reéolutlon 87-2

. Draft Resolution 87-2. had previously
. been distributed. for consideration to the
" Advisory Council 'and Board during the

"February 19 Joint meeting. Mr. Bishop

_noted the Advisory Council had reviewed
the proposed draft Resolution and by

| majority vote recommended the Board

consider the concept within.” It was
moved and seconded thc draft Resolution
~ be brought before the Board for discus-
sion.

- Dr. Royston Fxlby‘ pointed out draft
Resolution 87-2 addrcssed the issue of
_disqualification _factors in- the siting
guidelines. He said the *disqualifier”
~involves whcther mmmg or exploratxon
,will, as_ in the " past, create. pathways
between the projected undcrground facil-
ity and the accessible environment. In
. terms.of ongoing or future activities, the
- "disqualifier" must be activities that
would lead to an_ inadvertent loss of
waste isolation. Dr. Filby noted_ it was
not _cvxdent_that substantial exploration
or production would result in these fac-
_tors and this should be clarified.

v

" Curtis Eschels. c.dm'p‘lim(cntcd' Mr. Boyle
for his support and the Department of
‘Natural Resources’ vigilance of potential

-/

resource revenue. Mr. Boyle commented
the draft Resolution deals with issues of
waste isolation and he was in agrecment
with Senator Benitz regarding the neces-
sity of waste disposal, however, the site
spccil'ic issues must also be addressed.

" Dr. Fxlby raised the question as to the

effect of the.
indeed, USDOE

repository . process if,
reassessed the ;. Siting

‘Guxdelmes. Mr. Husseman respondcd that

if the Hanford site was reassessed and
the U. S. ‘Department of Energy’s deter-
mination showed a potent:al for
resources, later causing exploratlon to
take place, it could disrupt the ground-
water system or penetrate the repository.
Thus USDOE could make a finding that
the Hanford site, is dxsquahfxcd and pur-
sue the repository process by selecting
another site, or by continuing on with
only two proposed sites. Dr. Filby asked
if there was currently a mechanism for
USDOE, to go back and. review, the

‘ . gu:dclmcs, and would all potential sites

.ing site characterization.

- USDOE performs.

be addressed . equally Mr. Husscman

" stated the gencral intent of the Act and

the siting proccss is to find a safe rcposn-
tory site that ‘would not be dxsruptcd in
the future. If new information is devel-
oped . and  shows disqualification..of a
selected site, USDOE has authority,
under the Act, to take action without
having to review all the nominated sites.

Narda chrcc, Assxstant Attorney Gcncral
explained USDOE, in their preamble to
the guidelines, indicates the siting guide-
lines are to govern not only the .recom-
mendation of sites in the Environmental
Assessment but also throughout the site
characterization process.

Nancy Kirner said perhaps USDOE
should _be requested to ' specifically
xmplcmcnt plans for reviewing the natu-
ral resources. potential of the, matcr:als
undcrlymg the Hanford rcservat:on dur-

She, stated if
resources ;, and
satisfactory . studxcs
durmg site charactcnzatxon a dxsquahfy-
ing factor would be apparent,

there are. . sxgmfxcant
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" Mr. Provost responded when the "EA’s
“were performed there was data avarlable

* to the US. Department’ of ‘Energy which
‘not considered; “also, from a

should.be looking’ for fatal flaws m the
s:tc selectnon process

L
’

Ray ' Isaacson, private citizen “from
" Benton  County, ‘stated the maJorlty of
proposed exploration ‘for  natural

resources would take place in Benton
County, However,. prevxous exploratxons
performed at Rattlesnake Mountam, in
the Yakima Canyon, thsky Dick, Saddle
Mourntains, and Lincoln County Explorer
1 have failed 'to show any commercial
~ quantities of natural gas and no'trace of
" petroleum products.” ' He’ rcported the
~ gascs. found to date have been methane
with no hlgth forms of natural gases.
»Upon revxcwmg the proposed draft Res-
olution and the wordmg in reférence to
“"new mformatxon Mr. Isaacson said, the
new information ~available would be
unlikely to indicate there are commercial
quantmes of natural gas present He
suggested ~ ‘the ~Board v request the
petroleum exploratlon compames provxde
necessary cinformation to Justxfy why
exploration would take place in the pro-
posed resource areas, and the expected
fmdmgs based on research and analysxs

Representative Mxller asked’ Mr. Isaacson
_if there might ! be ' valuable natural
resources’ present in the proposed areas
sometime ‘during’ the next 200-300. years.
Mr. Isaacson rcspondcd it takes mnllxons
of years for the process of underground
materials to form mto orl and natural gas
- "resources

T ]

Further discussion involving ‘the draft
Resolution followed. It was moved and
seconded that Resolution 87-2 be adopted
as amended., The motion carried unani-
mously (Sec attached Rcsolutron 87 2.)

M 'Testlmony of Governor Gardner

oy

Mr. Eschels
Governor

on behalf
he had been

of
in

reported,
Gardner,

PR

Washmgton DC to present testimony to

" the Senate, Commnttee on Energy and

Natural Resources.” MTr. Eschcls said the

o tcstxmony centered on the. confllct resolu-

. acknowledges Professor

o f own

~ Policy Act was not.

“‘tion proposal (it asserts. Washmgton State
has reason to. behevc the ‘Nuclear Waste
xmplemented cor-
In addmon, the. testimony
Ralph Keeney
_.and Professor Detlof -von , Winterfeldt,

_rectly. .

’ cxpcrts involved in the. decrsxon -making

process ‘for.site selection, performcd their
.analysis of ., USDOE’s decision.
. Mr. Eschels said thc results. of thexr anal-
"ysis . showed Hanford  should . .not, have
been ‘on the list. Rathcr ‘than start the

. site selectnon process over, the testimony

suggests ‘a process be designed to prov:de
confldencc that the search will be for the
“best site, and selection ‘decisions ‘will be
based on credible scientific evidence.
Also included m the Governor’s .recom-
.mendation | is the possxbxllty USDOE
-might- accept thc mvxtatlon to develop a
proposal for a mtd-coursc correct:on to
".the hrgh -level waste reposntory program
JIn" such- an event, - reprcsentatxves of

. ‘interested and. affected parties - would be

e “invited .to participate,’ mcludmg

states
" and tnbes, cnvxronmental groups ‘nuclear
‘utilities, etc. :

. Mr. Eschels said Ben _Rusche,, USDOE,
testified Washmgtons .conflict reso]utron
proposal was unreahstrc Mr.. -Rusche
_stated . the US Department of Encrgy

" preferred a solutron from Congress,or an

‘mdependcnt party . such as the Nuclcar

Regulatory Comm:ssron The Congrcs-

,, o sxonal reactxon was , strongly dxrectcd at

o

seld

o e aew
B v N

-t

““tion process.

the proposal to suspcnd the second rcposr-
tory search The House focused on issues

rcgardmg ‘the’ flrst reposrtory decnsron

and the poss:blc collapse ‘of -the, sxtc selec-
In conclus:on, Mr Eschels
said contmucd cmphasxs by Washmgton
state is centered on support for the Act|
.and its, underlying fundamental. princi-
"ples, mcludmg the need for a solution to

" “the nuclear waste. problém. He noted the

Act as it’s being xmplcmcnted is unlrkely
‘to lead to that solution.
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Correspondence

Terry Husseman reported the followmg
items were included in the Board note-
books 1) Secretary Herrington’s recent
statement given before the Senate Energy
and Natural Resources Commrttee on
January 29, 1987, 2) Senator Evans’
statement to the Committee regarding the
“"hearing on DOE’s nuclear waste activi-
~ ties, dated January 29, 1987, 3) a state-
' ment from Melvin R, Sampson Chairman
of the Yakima Tribal Council, to the
'Senate Energy and Natural Resources
"Commrttee, February 4, 1987, 4) an open-
" ing statement by Senator McClure regard-
1987 hearrng on
DOE!s nuclear waste program and
- 5) Congressman Morns Udall’s ‘'statement
regardrng the Oversrght Hearing on
DOE’s budget request for FY 1988, of
~~ February 10, 1987.

_The next item of correspondence was a
" letter to Secretary Herrington from Con-
gressman Sharp, Chairman of the Sub-
‘committee on Encrgy and’ Power, dated
February 2, '1987." Mr. Husseman said the
letter requested Secretary Herrington to
provide answers to Congressman Sharp’s
questions regardmg USDOE’s actions
"described in the Draft Amendment of the
Mission Plan.

Mr. Husseman "referred to a statement
from Senator = George Mrtchell “dated
February 19, 1987, urging USDOE to
reaffirm its decxsnon to abandon a second
high-level waste reposrtory Attached to
Senator Mitchell’s statement, he said, was
~.a letter signed by Senators from the
second-round states ‘requesting USDOE to
remain commntted to its decision to
indefinitely postpone the - site-specific
search for a second reposrtory The letter
stated "it would be a mistake for DOE to
allow political pressures to change its
: technical decisions." '

Addmonal correspondence included a let-
“ ter to NRC, from Warren Bishop, dated
February 13, 1987. Mr. Husseman said
~ the letter contamed comments relating to

/

NRC’s proposed advisory committee for
negotrated rulemakmg The, committee’s
primary assrgnment would an attempt to
develop.a consensus on revisions to the
NRC's rules regarding the submission of
records and documents related to the
licensing of a geologxc repository’ for the
disposal of high-level nuclear waste.
Additionally, the proposed revisions
include a central computerized data sys-
tem to manage and make available all the
documented information involved in the
program

Mr. Husseman ‘briefly commented on an
1nformatxonal article written by Luther J.
Carter, former editor of Science Maga-
zine. He said Mr. Carters article
describes_,the_natronal program as being
in "deep legal and political trouble" and
analyzes where the siting effort has gone
astray. Mr. Carter recommends Congress
focus on a smgle site that is both techni-
cally . promising 'and relatively frée of
land-use and environmental conflrcts, ic.
Yucca Mountain, Nevada.

In' conclusion, Mr. Husseman stated the
most s:gmfrcant recent development was
USDOE’s notice of intent. for a RFP,
published in the February' 13 edition of
the’ Commerce Business Daily. . He said
USDOE’s request fc or proposals (RFP) was
in reference to a maJor contract on the
repository ‘program, in which a’ central
contractor would be hired to work out of
USDOE Headquarters The | contractor
would be responsxble for the work per-
formed at all characterrzed srtes the con-
cept of a single’ contractor would be to
develop umform and consistent ‘proce-
dures at the sites. Mr. Husseman' noted
USDOE’s selection and 1mplementatron
process for an RFP will take approxi-
mately 2 years.

Richland USDOE Reéport

Max Powell Rnchland USDOE ‘reaf-
firmed USDOE’s ‘announcement in the
Commerce Business Daily regarding the
RFP. He reported the U.S. Department

w——
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L of Energy s proposal f or a smgle contrac-

‘ tor ‘would represent a total reposrtory

program. It would be an‘attempt to ‘con-

" solidate the activities of ‘the three sites,

¢ ' thus all procedures 1mplemented regard-

- partrcrpate

E "and attendance was poor

‘Mr. Husseman

i mg the srtes would be equal

Mr. Powell rcferred to the issue regardrng
the natural resource potentials. He stated

'Chaptcr 8.3.1.6; of the-Site Charaéteriza-

tion Plan, addressed USDOE’s study plans

- for - pcrformrng addmonal rescarch on
'potentral resources.

‘He ‘noted it’ should
be available for review -by ‘mid- Aprrl and

" would be open for the state’s comments.

The final copy of the Site Charactenza-
tron Plan is scheduled for' July '

t;

States/Trll)es/USDOE Rep’ortv

reported ' the' recent
States/Trrbes/USDOE quarterly meeting
had been held in Spokane, ‘Washington.
He said it was to be the first open meet-
ing in ‘which the public could attend and
However, USDOE farled to
notify the public prior ‘to thc meetmg

o

One ‘issue drscussed ‘during the ‘meeting

. was the draft amendment to the Mission

“+ with

'was’ takén by Congress.
"reported funding -for states ‘and’ tribes

-the last two’ years;
" soon be depleted.

- Plan. . Mr. Husseman said an attempt was

made to clarify USDOE’s posmon regard-
ing ‘the Nuclear ~Waste '“Policy " Act.
USDOE’s original posmon stated an
indefinite postponement of the’ _second-

"round sites unless rnstructed ‘to do other-
" wise by Congress; in‘a more recent ‘state-

ment’' USDOE proposed ‘to -go’ forward
‘the second round process unless
affirmatnve action indicating® otherwise
Mr. Husseman

was -also  discussed ‘during ‘the meeting.
He noted a representatrve from NCSL

" voiced” the ‘ strongest coficern 'regarding

funding.” -The NCSL: committee ' ‘meets

‘quarterly to: drscuss issues’ related’ “to the

reposrtory program. 'Funds for the ‘com-
mittee have been provided by USDOE for
current funds will
In conclusion,”USDOE

_"“was requested to! make grant l‘unds a
" high’ prrorrty 1ssue

-4

. H
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Mr. Bishop commented that the quarterly

State/Tribes/USDOE " mcetings are very
significant to the states and tribes. He

- stated the meetmgs provide an opportu-
“ nity for USDOE Headquarters | ‘staff, Pro-

ject- Offices staff, and staff” from the
states of Mrssrssrppr, Utah and Loursrana

-to - discuss and resolve techmcal and
‘ maJor polrcy rssues N S

) Resolutron 87 3 L

Mr Btshop announced ’the ’ upcommg

" retirement of Anne Macrae, ‘Administra-
~‘tive Assistant 1o the Board-and Chair.
"He acknowledged Ms. Macracs dedrcated
“servrce and commitment ‘to the *Board
" since its’ mceptron
,commended Ms. Macrace for her ability to

Mr. Bishop~ further

produce detailed and. ml‘ormatrve Min-
‘utes of the- Board’s activities.” A motion

“'“was cntertained to adopt Resolution 87-3.

The motion was seconded and “carried
unammously (See attached Rcsolutron
87 -3) A

. s < N
:‘(.:s-‘; P .

"Ms) Macrae exprcssed apprecratron to the

""?Board for " its recognition’ of her ‘work.

Ty
e

P

e

ULl

ol

RITR!
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She thanked the Board for the opportu-; .

_ nity to have worked with the members
throughout the years

‘ ‘Mrssron Plan Amendm'ents

{Mr Husseman reported ‘a draft amend-

ment to the Mission" Plan had reccntly
been ‘sent’ to’ Congress (See “attached
lssuc Paper, January 1987 Draft lAmc:nd-
ment to the Mlssron Plan) He said the
" state of Washmgton has untrl the end of
“March to submit comments rcgardmg the
dral’t amendmcnt ‘to USDOE. ‘After the
60 ‘day comment perrod USDOE will

" revise the draft’ document and formally

“submit the fmal Mrssron Plan amendment
to Congress S ,

S N L

Due to “the time lrmrt for preparmg ‘com-
“ments, Mr. Bishop proposed the Mission
Plan Review Committee be reactivated as
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a mecans of reviewing the draft amend-
ments. The committee’s rccommendations
would then be forwarded. to the Board
and Advisory Council for action.

"Lost" Waste Sites at.Hanford

Al Conklin, Office of Radiation Protec-
tion, stated his report, titled "Lost’ Waste
'Sites At Hanford", had becn:prepared in
,response to a. question raised during the
December 3, 1986.House Encrgy and Util-
ities Committee hearmg ‘He said the
report offers information on the 200 and
600 Areas, where most waste is located.
The problems documented in the report
. .are_not the result of current operational
. methods; it is rather the result of past
“'malpractices, including poor maintcnance,
inadequate record . keeping, undocu-
mented burials and the former lack of an
effective waste site monitoring program.

. Considerable cffort . Mr. Conklin
" reported, has becn expended by USDOE
. contractors in recent years. to rdcntlfy
‘and characterizé contammatcd arecas.
However, many unknowns and questrons
remain. All major waste disposal sites
appear to be accounted for and evidence
_ suggests that only sites and areas contain-
. ing relatively small amounts of low-level
 radioactivity are truly "lost". The
}Hanford waste sites are identified by
using a number and lettering system.
The first number identifies the area, the
next two numbers.indicate the type of
site, and finally the letter represents the
associated area or facility. The locations
_of these sites are gcncrally known but, in
wholé or in part, they cannot be accu-
rately located by an inspection of the
surface. Coordinates” are available for
most sites, but the’ accuracy of these
coordinates 1s sometimes questionable. If
locations arc qucstronablc enough to
mhlbrt accurate momtormg of the sur-
facc, or would mterfcre with excava-
.txons, they are. put into the "lost" cate-
‘gory. He said the USDOE Richland
Operations Office has initiated investiga-
tions of all inactive waste disposal and
unplanned release sites in accordance

"Mr. Conklin

-/

with EPA CERCLA (Superfund) regula-

. tions. ; The report is titled "Draft Phase I

Installation. Asscssmcnt of Inactxvc Waste
Disposal_Sites. at Hanford" and . assesses
337 known engmccrcd waste drsposal
sxtcs. Addrtronally, Hanford is currcntly
developing an addendum to the draft
report which evaluates all known
unplanncd release sites.

'Mr. Conklm sard although the 55 spccrflc

sites drscusscd in the report are "lost" to
one dcgrcc or other, it should. bc noted
that lost waste sites represent little or no
current impact on thcyhcalth of the pub-
lic. To ensure the health of Hanford
workers, the entire Separations Area is
assumed to  be contammatcd He said
prior to any work involving soil distur-
bance, excavation, or drrllmg, a permit is
requrred Additional assurance is offered
by an extensive localized environmental
monitoring program site specrflc to these
waste sites.

reiterated that progress
towards identification, location and
clean-up of the sites is such that the
problems of "lost” waste will. gradually
disappear, and the environment will be
better - protected from future prob-
lems.’ He said thls will be. due not only to
better. waste ‘management, which. is: now
being implemented, but by the increasing
role of the state of Washington and the
uU.S. Congrcss in regard to on-site envi-
ronmcntal protection activities. This role
will include increased soil charactcrnza-
tion (surface and core sampling, and
radiological surveys) in areas of known

.or suspected contammatron coordination

of an acnal radiological ., survey,
increased gamma measurements using
thermoluminescent dosimeters = (TLDs),

and air and ground water sampling,.

Senator. Benitz inquired if the areas doc-
umented in..the report were open- to the
public. Mr. Conklin responded. that .most
of the areas were located inside the 200
Arca fences. The areas which were not
inside fences, however, pose no health

. threats and have priority in regard to



© " acterization.

—

.4'

‘.jdcvclopmg samplmg plans for full char- -

: All of the areas, he said,
were isolated in " the middle’ of the
) Hanford Reservation .and not accessrble
‘to the general pubhc '

-

Commlttee Reports

Hanford Historical Documents ' Review
Committee: Dr. Royston Filby, Chair,
reported the HHDRC met on January 23,
1987.  The committee discussed three
major recommendations - resultmg from
“the Hanford Health Effccts Panel. These
issues were: 1) radnologxcal dose "recon-
‘struction,  2) thyroid . morbxdxty, and
'3) cancer mortahty He said thc HHDRC
had prcvrously determined 'all three
issues were important but the radrologlcal
dosc reconstruction study had the highest
priority. As a result of the committee’s
" findings, discussion and actrvxty has cen-
tered around thc dose reconstructron

o study issue.

" Dr. Filby said the HHDRC mxtrally took
the position that dose reconstruction
.~ would be an mdcpcndent project on a
;'rcgronal basis. The U.s. Department of

‘Energy, he noted, was also contemplatmg
“‘a dose reconstruction project due to a

- lawsuit filed by the Colville Indians. In

~the interim, Nevada presented a report
“involving its dose reconstruction program.

" The report described the Nevada .test site

_dose reconstruction project as an on-
going study, alrcady having cost approx-
-imately "$15 million and .not yet , com-
pleted. Upon review of Nevada’s report
the HHDRC concluded the Hanford dose
reconstruction pro,rect, though drfferent
would still be a 'large” scale, multr-year
'pro_|cct It scems unlikely’ and unneces-
‘sary that two mdependcnt ‘dose “recon-
- struction cfforts be performcd thus the
feasibility of a joint dose ‘recvonstructron
study betwecen the HHDRC and USDOE
arose.

During the previous HHDRC mecting,

" the ‘committee agreed to explore the pos-

sibility of a "'joint dose " reconstruction
study with USDOE and to determine if a

.. states,

U

‘ suxtable mechamsm for carrymg out a

_’joint study could be found. Theé end

“result of such a study would have:_to be a

product that is scientifically and publicly
credible, in addition to satisfying the
trrbcs and USDOE .needs.
. Dr. Fxlby sald a subcommrttec ‘has been

_ .., forméd to negotiate with  USDOE and

,"_PNL regarding these issues.
“committee ‘
" Husseman, ,Mary Lou Blazek and Jack

““The sub-

members are: Terry

o Wlttman

L In conclusron of ~ his

‘Environmental
"Nancy " Kirner’

rcport ol’ the
HHDRC Dr. Filby stated the committee
‘is currcntly evaluatmg the epxdcmrologx-

_.cal studies; a prehmmary cost estimate

for implementing the morbrdrty and mor-
tahty studies has been sent to USDOE

‘‘Monitoring "Committee:
reported "the. Hanford
Panel (HHEP) draft

Health Effects

,..report, compiled by the Centers for Dis-

. ing.
M N
. s, also consrdcrmg a rccent report dis-

case Control (CDC) has been received by
the committece and is now being reviewed.
“'She noted the réport will be under review

. until February 27 ..and copies. of the

report were avarlable by. contactmg Al
Conklin, Office of. Radiation’ Protectron,
.or _Joe Stohr, Office of Nuclcar Waste
Management Ms. Kirner said .DSHS has
completed the 'HHEP recommcndauon A
response will be ‘prepared for - the. indi-
viduals. who. testxfred at the’ panel ‘meet-
Ms ‘Kirner reported thc committec

tributed by HEAL and pcrformcd by
SEARCH Techmcal Servrccs The report
‘attempts to address the techmcal . aspects
of groundwater travel speed at the
. Hanford Reservation.  She .said -there
" have Jbeen ongomg drscussxons among
. USDOE, USGS, ~and . SEARCH rcgardmg
thrs issue. TR
Ms erner noted thc Envrronmcntal
Momtormg Commlttces concern’ regard-

o 1ng the ‘distribution. 'of information.deal-

i

" ing

wrth srgmfxcant env:ronmental
aspects.” On behalf on the committee, she
requested such information be forward to
Jeanne Rensel, Librarian, Office of



Nuclear Waste Management. In closing,
~ Ms. Kirner said the next Environmental
Monitoring Committee mcetmg will be
March 13, Building 5 of thc Airdustrial
Park.

Transportation Committee: Pat Tangora
reported the committee met on February
13. She said the committee will be taking
an active role in reviewing federal legis-
lation and the Hazardous Materials
~Transportation Act. Additionally, a
“series of meetings in regard to the Waste
Isolation Pilot Project in New Mexico and
its transportation issues will soon begin.
Ms. Tangora stated the project is designed
"for the storage. of transuranic wastes.
" There are currently transuranic wastes
" stored at the Hanford site and shipments
from Hanford would begin in approxi-
mately 1990. USDOE proposes to have a
meeting with the state of Washington and
" perhaps a joint mecting with ‘Oregon in

‘ “"Aprll/May

~Defense Waste Committee: ' Mr. Bishop
stated the Defense Waste Committee did
not mcet during the month of Fcbruary

Socioeconomic Committee:, Curtis Eschels
reported the committee mct on January
27 at the Benton County. Annex. The

commxttcc S dxscussxon involved the status
of procedures to ' calculate Payments
Equal to Taxes (PETT). Mr. Eschels said
the Department of Revenue presented a
scope of work to be considered by the
Socioeconomic Committee; subsequent to
the mecting, the Dcpartment of Revenue
had decided to use its' own staff to audit
' BWIP expenditures on site characteriza-
tlon

Negotiations between the Mid-Columbia
Consortium and the committee dealt with
a contract for review of the impact
report and for calculation of payments

equal to taxes owed to local government.
" 'Mr. Eschels rcported once the memoran-
"dum of agrccmcnt is sngned the Consor-
tium can fund ‘the local assessors to begin
""to calculate payments cqual to taxes.

‘to USDOE by March 1.

W/ ’

Committee members have received a
draft copy of the Socioeconomic Momtor-
ing and Mitigation Plan of "USDOE.
Committce comments regarding the Moni-
toring and Mitigation Plan are due back
Mr. Eschels noted
the committee’s draft comments focus on
the failure of USDOE to address social
and economic impacts of site characteri-
zation.

Litigation Status

Narda Pxerce, Assistant Attorney General,
rcportcd the state of Washington’s
"Litigation Funding Case" was argued to
the Court of Appeals, San Francisco, on
February 12. She.said the.argument
ended the adversarial process and the
case is now before the Judges for resolu-
tion.

The U.S. Justice Department rcSpqndcd to
the state’s discovery motions relating to
the selection process; all internal deliber-
ative memoranda of the Department will
be made available. Ms. Pierce said
follow-up consisted of a lettcr to the Jus-
tice Department asking for details of
information being provided. Included
with the letter was a reply brief stating a
trial type pfocceding and extra record
evidence was needed. The issue regard-
ing the failure to addrcss the gcothcrmal
resource as one of the factors omlttcd
from the assessmcnt was addressed as jus-
tification for the request of extra record
evidence. She said the reply has been
filed and is the last of the briefs regard-
ing the discovery issues.

Tennessee” has filed a petition with the
U.S. Supreme Court asking for a review
of the 6th Circuit decision which deter-
mined the U.S. Dcpartmcnt of Encrgy did
not have to consult w:th Tennessee
before the MRS proposal was submitted

. to Congress.

State Legislation

Linda Steinmann stated the Board ‘afctivi-

" ties related to the legislative proposals



“~-in House Energy. The bill was amended -

pve

" is currently .in

“Health Effects:

» tion issucs.

~-the 30% B&O .taxés regarding low-level :

O

of high-level nuclear waste are:’ 1) trans-* -
portation, 2) health effects, 3) taxmg of

- repository rclated activities, and 4), lmga-

tion funding. “A br:ef report of each

Transportaﬁon: 5Slio'i'epoi'ted"S_B 5164,’
‘ment, ‘has cleared ‘the Senate and'is now -~

on the Senate floor to provide for consul-

tation with affected tribes. SSB 5165,
Radioactive Materials Transportation

Permit, has-cleared Senate Energy.and is.
now in Rules.

Ports of Entry, (cf_ HB 35)‘ w‘oul_d.
requirc legislative approval for dcsignat-

ing new radioactive ports'of entry in the =~ & ™

_f-:i"HB 639,

state of Washmgton ‘The Senate bill: has
cleared Senate - Energy -and is now fin’

Rules; the House  bill is still-‘in House" B

ros

Energy.

Ms, Stemmann reported
HB_265, Cancer Registry, would: direct .
DSHS to contract to estabhsh a statewxde _
cancer regnstry ‘and - would provrde
$600,000 for biennium funding.” This bill "
is still in House Health“Care Commxttee

‘and ‘has been held up for approxxmatcly
3 weeks due to- fundmg and admnnrstra-’
She noted an’outcome of the '’

study could :be recommendations to ‘the”
1988 legislature.

Taxing of Repository Related Activities: ‘,
HB_ 357, Income Tax/Radxoactrve Waste, -

House ’i Energy
Ms. Steinmann said thlS "bill would extend ’

radioactive waste disposal to all radioac-
trve waste drsposal

‘i N

Litigahon Funding
tal Budget, contains $149, 000 for the U.S.

Department .of;-:Ecology -.regarding .the.. -

. USDOE ‘repository. site: selection process-i:

litigation. The bill is in the Senate* Ways _-
and Means Commxttec

- ,h R .

‘Ms Sternmann reportcd three recent Bnlls
.,_'_relatmg to the compl:ance of environ-
mental laws are:

HB 988, 990, and 991. oo

1y v

'xssuc I'ollowcd S _ -

'+ -Health and ‘Environment.

SSB_ 5222, Radioactive -, -

L

e IH

e
[ SRR Rt

§ 5351 Supplcmen-';"':‘q'“

“They diréct” the Department of Ecology
to use all means consistent with federal

- Tlaw - to enforce state and | federal envi-

‘ronmental laws’ rclatmg to N-reactor, site
characterization, and general 'federal
*nuclear facrhty actnvmes at the Hanford

C o site.
‘Radioactive -Materials Interstate’ Agree- =

'DHB 402 Department of Publxc Health
3(gf SB- 5377), if ~ passed, would ‘transfer
the public health functions of DSHS over
to the Department of Ecology and
rename Ecology the Department of Public
-The :House bill
has cleared House Health Care and is
- currently in House State Government; the
Senate bxll is in Rules

Nuclear Safety Department
“would create a dcpartmcnt ‘of nuclear
safety “The . passing of thxs bill would
"combine’ DSHS = Radiation “Protection,
- Department 'of Ecology’s .Nuclear Waste
i Management, and EFSEC into a singular
- agency. --Ms. Steinmann said ‘this bill is

' _ ,sc_:»l.t_ed'uled for House Energy.

Federal Leglslatlon :‘,

- Charles Roe Assxstant Attorney General,
“‘reported Senator McClure will introduce
‘the Uda]l Compromxse, whxch is' a modi-
" fied version of the S 1225 Price-Anderson
activity in the last session of Congress.
He said it appears there will-be no Price-
Anderson ‘legislation . passed; before the
termmanon of the present  Price-
Andcrson extensxon .There have not been
any major bills mtroduced at this time,
iiniregard to the Nuclear Waste Pohcy Act
legislation. " ‘Mr. Roe said a bill’ ‘resulting

.-, from__the statement .of.. Senator George

Mntchell Maine, and the issuance of the

Jomt letter by the’ castern Senators’ on
““resumption of the secarch for a second

; ‘high-level nuclear 'waste’ reposxtory site,
o wxll soon be mtroduced ' -

L L i

- PN

Publlc Comment
-'None.' -There being noﬂi_t‘urther business,
- .the mceting was adjourned. ™. = .. ;» ¢

.ot b
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ISSUE PAPER
ON
THE JANUARY 1987 DRAFT AMENDMENT TO THE MISSION PLAN

Purpo se: Section 301 of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act rcquxrcs the Sccrctary of Energy to
prepare a_ comprehensive report, known as the Mission Plan, which shall provxdc an-
informational basxs sufficient to permit informed decisions to be made in carrying out the
repository program and the research, development, and demonstration program required
under the Act. The Secretary submxttcd a Mission Plan to Congress in July 1985. - The
draft amendment is being submitted because issues have emerged that warrant Congres-

~ sional attention. In a recent letter to the General Accounting Office, a USDOE General
Council stated that an amendment to the Mission Plan does not repeal requirements of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

Issues:

1. Section 112 of the NWPA requires USDOE to sclcct sites for charactcnzatnon for a
second repository by July 1, 1989. In the amended Mission- Plan, USDOE states it
believes site- spccxf:c work should be rcconsxdcrcd in the mnd 1990s.

—/

2. Section 302(5)(A) states that in return for ‘payment of fccs into the Nuclear Waste
Fund by utilities, the Secretary, beginning not later than January 31, 1998, will -
. dispose of spent nuclear fuel. The Mission Plan amendments call for a flVC year
extension of the first repository program to 2003 to allow time to carry out the .
necessary high-quality technical program.

3. USDOE was unable to submit the Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) proposal to
" Congress as required by Section 141 of the Act, but the Dcpartmcnt is prcparcd to
submit the proposal whcn legal xssucs are rcsolvcd

4. Section ll3(b)(3)(C) rcstncts thc USDOE to only those sntc characterization activities
as the Secretary considers necessary to provide the data required for evaluation of
the suitability of such candidate site. The July '1985 plan reported that Hanford -
would have two exploratory.shafts, with both shafts having an inside finished diame-
ter of six feet. The new plan calls for one shaft with an inside diameter of six feet
and a second shaft vmh an inside diameter of ten to twelve feet. USDOE is evaluat-
ing the most cost cffccuvc use of the shafts in operating the repository.

- State of Washlngtgn Pg‘gmgns:

1. USDOE’s reiteration of its earlier position on the indefinite postponement of the
second round is in direct violation of the NWPA. ‘Abandoning schedules contained in
the Act cannot be accomplished by an administrative decree such as the Mission Plan.

" 2. The stretch out of the first round process is a belated recognition by USDOE that the
1998 date is unrealistic.

3. The amended plan rcltcratcs USDOE’s position that a MRS facility should be con-
' structed. This is consxstcnt with the state’s posmon that a solutxon must be found
for the unlmcs short-tcrm problcms :

4. The Departmcnt has not provxdcd the design basis for Justlfxcatxon of a largcr
exploratory shaft.. USDOE must explain why a larger shaft is now needed and what
additional cost 1s associated with a larger shaft.

Review Prggg ss; Aftcr a comment period of sixty days, USDOE will revise the draft doc-
- ument and formally submit the Mission Plan amendment to Congress. The NWPA' states
that the Secretary shall use the plan at the end of the first period of thirty calendar da\s
following receipt of the plan by the Congress.

2/2/87
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WASHINGTON STATE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD
'‘RESOLUTION 87-2
February 20, 1987
R SR A LR A

1 tooe - . < q

......

WHEREAS thc Nuclcar Wastc Pohcy Act of 1982 requires thc Sccrctary of Encrgy to
issue gcncral guxdclmes for thc rccommcndat:on of sites for repositories, and such guide-
lines shall specnfy factors that quahf'y or dxsqual:fy any site from dcvclopment as a repos-

Cep e
S

WHEREAS, the presence of valuable natural resources in the vicinity of the repository is

“one of the factors specified in the Act which can disqualify a site; and ~

Lo

“‘WHER'EKS, 'in-D'éccn'ch‘r i984, the US D~eba.rEnA1‘cnt of léncrgy issued "General Guidelines

for the Recommendation of Sites for Nuclear Waste Repositories™; and
T

° R S A
WHEREAS, the adopted guidelines state that a site shall be disqualified if:

(l) Prcvxous cxploranon mxmng, or cxtractnon activities for resources of commercial
‘ 1mportancc at thc sntc havc crcatcd s:gmf icant pathways between the projected
undcrground facnhty and thc .accessible cnvxronmcnt or .

"(2) Ongoing or lnkcly futurc acuvxtxcs to _recover presently valuable natural minerals

outside thc controllcd area would be cxpcctcd to lead to an inadvertent loss of

wastc 1solanon. ; and -
J
\

(

'_}\’HEREAS thc May 1986 fmal Envnronmcntal Assessment stated that the data show a

lack of maJor cxploratnon mmmg, or cxtractxon of resources in the reference repository

location and this data basc is:not cxpcctcd to change; and

WHEREAS, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission December 1986 review of the Hanford
Environmental Assessment documented a major concern that the USDOE analysis on natu-
ral resources did not consider new geothermal resource information acquired and evalu-
ated by the Bonneville Power Administration and published in June 1985; and



WHEREAS, the Washington State Department of Natural Resources and the U.S. Bureau
of Land Managcmcn.t report that they have received a considerable number of requests to
explore at and around the Hanford Reservation for petroleum resources of commercial

importance; and

WHEREAS, the Washington State Department of Natural Resources has had an ongoing
program which has documented the significant possibility that petroleum resources of
commercial importance may be available near the site; future exploration for such

resources could create significant pathways to the accessible environment;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Washington State Nuclear Waste Board
that:

1. The Board respectfully petitions the Secretary of Energy to reevaluate the appli-
cation of the guidelines as they relate to the new information about the Hanford

site.

2. The Board directs staff to assist in the reevaluation of the applications of said
guidelines. '

3. The Board directs the Nuclear Waste Board Chair to transmit this resolution to
the Secretary of Energy, appropriate Congréséional committeec members and the
state of Washington Congressional delegation.

| L .
‘Adopted at Lacey, Washington this _2Q ~ day of February, 1987.
WARREN A. BISHOP, CHAIR 7

WASHINGTON STATE
NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD




WASHINGTON STATE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD
\
‘RESOLUTION 87-3

February 20, 1987

WHEREAS, the Washington"Statc'Nuclcar‘Wastc Board recognizes the critical role carried
out by the administrative assistant to the Board and Chair; and

WHEREAS, the administrative assistant has used skill and tact, plus a great commitment
of time and energy to provide a valuable service to the Board; and

WHEREAS, the administrative assistant to the Board and Chair has deftly handled the
most difficult procedural matters, has flawlessly summarized loquacious legal and techni-
cal prcscn'tations, has smoothed out many garbled motions, and has produced clear under-
standable minutes; and

WHEREAS, Anne Macrae has served conscientiously and sincerely as administrative
assistant to the Board and Chairman since 1983;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Washington State Nuclear Waste Board
expresses its sincere appreciation of Anne Macrae for her dedicated service to the Board,
and to the citizens of the state of Washington for a long and distinguished public service
career;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board wishes Anne Macrae a rewarding and active

retirement.

Adopted at Lacey, Washington thisgo day of February 1987,

WARREN A. BISHOP, CHAIR
WASHINGTON STATE
NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD



