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Thc meeting 'vas called to order by
�VrirrenA. Bishop; Chair..

Approval of Minutes

-A motion was entertained to approve
* th� minutes of the Joint Nuclear

Waste Board/Advisory Council
Meeting on May 14, 1987 and also the
minutes of the Nuclear �Vaste Board
Meeting on Ma�' 15, 1987. The motion
seconded and carried. The minutes of
May 14 and May 15 were approved as
written.

Correspondence

A scries of lcttcrs pcrtaining to issucs
of dose reconstruction, funding of
independent health studies, and the
Hanford Historical Document Review
Committee (HHDRC) were the first
items of correspondence to be dis-
cussed. The first letter was dated
May 21, 1987 from Dr. Royston Filby,
Chairman of the HHDRC to �Varren
Bishop. The letter contained Dr.
Filby's resignation as Chair of 'the
HHDRC, effective immediately. (For
further information please refer to
the Hanford Historical Documents
Review Committee report). The sec-
ond item was a letter �of response
from Mr. Bishop, dated June 5, 1987,
that noted the aceeptance� of Dr.
Filby's resignation. Additional letters
were transmitted to Governor
Gardner and Governor Goldschmidt
by Mr. Bishop informing them of Dr.
Filby's decision to resign.

In regard to the issue of dose recon-
struction, Governor Gardner had
transmitted a letter on June 18, 1987,
to Mike Lawrence, General Manager
USDOE. The Governor's letter sup-
ported the Hanford Historical Docu-
ments Review Committee's position in
requiring a commitment from the U.S.
Department of Energy to fund rea-
sonable and feasible independent

health effect studies that would not
be limited by dose reconstruction
study conclusions. Likewise, �Varrcn
Bishop transmitted a letter to
Mr. Lawrence that stated his response
as Chair of the Washington Nuclear
�Vaste Board. He concurred �vith the
HHDRC's position to maintain the
states' and tribes' participation in
dose reconstruction and the imple-
mentation of health studies. Fur-
thermore, he supported the commit-
tee's decision that the health studies
should recei�'e equal attention to the
dose reconstruction project.

The next item of correspondence dis-
cussed was a June 10, 1987 memo that
referred to specific funding requests
involving local government support
and review rights on the socio-
economic impact study. The proposals
that had been submitted to USDOE
Headquarters for acceptance and
award were: I) Clark County, 2)
Cowlitz/Wahkiakum County, and 3)
Mid-Columbia Consortium. On June
15, USDOE. approved the request to
fund the Mid-Columbia Consortium at
a considerably lower amount than
originally requested. A partial reduc-
tion had been due. to an estimated
full year of costs, thus the budget was
scaled down accordingly. The
requests to support involvement in the
study by the Cowlitz/�Vahkiakum
Governmental Conference (CWGC)
and by the Intergovernmental
Resource Center (IRC) had been
denied. The Department's justifica-
tion for not funding the CWGC and
IRC had been that they appeared to
be duplicative of activities involving
the Nuclear �Vaste Board committees
and subcommittees and/or Impact
Assessment, Inc. (IAI) contract. The
USDOE also rejected a request for
funding involving the Department of
Revenue for PETT (Payment Equal to
Taxes). Funding would have pro-
vided for the Department of
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Revenue's assistance in the statc's
efforts to devclop a position or
amounts of paymcnts equivalent to
taxes (which the state and local go"-
ernments are entitled to under the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act). The
rational for disapproval of the
request was that the types of activi-
tics identified in the contract should i
be performed at no cost to the
government.

Don Taylor, Department of Revenue,
presented additional information on
the issue* of PETT. ' A meeting
between USDOE and the states/tribes
had been held on May 11-12 in which
the Department presented its draft
language for a guideline in adminis-
tering the' PETT 'provision of the�
Nuclear Waste Policy Act. (It is
USDQE's intention to. adopt the
guideline through rulemaking.) The
proposed rule reflects the following:

- defines the' '�epository as the
area encompassed by a line that'
extends 5 kilometers from the
outer boundary* of the under-
ground facility, covering a max-
imum'of 100 square kilometers;

- establishes that PETT payments
are limited to activities under-
taken at' the site;

delays the commencement date
for PETT liability until work is
actually begun at the site;

-' specifically excludes from PBTT
,any rnonitoring'or control facili-'.
'ties outside of).th� "site" which
are developed during site
characterization; and

- defines 'eligible" jurisdictions
according 'to language in the
Nuclear �Vastc Act as those
which include a part of the site
within their boundaries.

It was noted the three states .had reit-
erated their position during the May
11-12 meeting that PETT wasa mat-
ter for the states to decide and that
federal rules' ' were 'thcrcfore
unnecessary. ' '

Board member discussion followed. It
was recommended' that a formal
response by the state be ' defined in
regard 'to the, proposed rule draft
language.

A' lcttcr. to' Warren' Bishop dated June
18, 1987, from Terry Strong,' DSHS
was discussed next. The letter
referred to the 1987 Legislative Ses-
sion's' recent removal of all state gen-
eral fund appropriations that support
the Department ,of Social and Health
Services (DSHS) 'programs 'for low-
level radioacti"e waste 'surveillance,
environmental radiation 'monitoring,
and technical and administrati"e
support.

In 1985, the Legislative Session had
authorized funds for DSHS tosignifi-
cantly expand its en"ironmental radi-
ation monitoring activities '(and other
programs for which there 'were no

*.external sources of monies) 'by allow-
ing for payments from low-level
radioactive waste fees.' - �Following
that decision an approximate $650,000
'in state general fund monies had been
cut from the radiation protection
budget. To date, only 25% of the ini-
tial revenue projected 'is ava'ilable for
the programs due,, to the decline in
low-level' 'radioactive waste volume.
The projected surveillance fee rev-
enue for the 87-89 biennium will sup-
port'only six' of 'the 21.6 'positions

* intended .for the activities
of the DSHS Office of� Radiation Pro-
tection>' Further 'discussi6n followed.
It was clarified that the budget cut
had 'not been the intent of legislative
members and that there had bccn a
determined effort to ensure certain



funding was contained in the final
budget.

In an effort to find a solution to the
funding' problem of the low-level
waste and monitoring programs the
Advisory.Cbuncil had prepared a rec-
onimendation to the Board. A motion
was entertained to adopt the recoin-
mendation on the "Loss, of Statewide
Radiological Monitoring" (see
attached). The motion was moved
and seconded. In addition to the lan-
guage contained in the recommenda-
tion, the Board requested its eight leg-
islative members to inform the four
legislative caucuses. Motion carried.

Town Meetiiigs

Public informatioh meetings have
* recer�tly b�en'c6nductcd to discuss the
* rcpository and other nuclear waste
issues. The citizens of Washington
State are given a chance to Icarn
about the history of nuclear waste
disposal in �Vashington, the U.S.
Department of Energy's nuclear waste
repository siting process,, and how
these issues affect our state. A series
of these statewide meetings will con-
tinue throughout the summer. The
Advisory Council plans to hold two

* meeting each month in communities
* around the siate and the Board mem-

bers are invited to attend. Notices of
locations and dates for the upcoming
meetings will be sent to the Board.

Approaches to High-Level Waste
Disposal

,There are currently several
approaches on the disposal. of high-
level waste', being proposed in
Washington,'DC. Congress will soon
ha�'e to take action and give direction
to the U.S. Department of. Energy as
to where the �epository program is
headed:

The following categories bricfly
describe some of the approaches being
aggressively pushed by various indi-
viduals and groups in terms of long
term disposal.

U.S. Department of Ener�v:
Calls for continued characteri-
zation of the three first-round
sites; postpone the second round
until the mid-to-late 1990's; con-
struct the MRS facility and go
forward immediately with a
completion date of 1998.

USDOE has stated that this
approach will be takcn only if
Congress provides affirmative
approval. Otherwise, the second
round process will be restarted
in an attempt to comply with
the Act as written.

Luther Carter. author: 'Proposes
that all current site characteri-
zation activities should be
stopped; Crom those sites already
nominated, a single site should
be characterized (in Mr. Carter's
opinion that site would be
Nevada); if the characterized
site can meet the standards the
repository. * process would go
forward.

This approach was supported in
another form by Congressman
Sid Morrison and Congress-
woman Lloyd, Chair of the Sub-
committee of Science and Tech-
nology. * An appropriation
package presently proposes to
cut off funding for
Washington/Texas site charac-
terization,, continuing funding
for the Nevada site.

Bennett Johnston: Offers sub-
stantial financial incenti"e to
states/tribes for a voluntary site
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nomination of their own state or
reservation.

Ben Rusche, USDOE, has
reported to Congress that 4-5
inquires have been received
from interested states and' from
a least 1 Indian tribe, however
there 'have been no public
nominations at this time.

There are also approaches being pro-
moted in regard to shdrt-term' prob-
lems of spent fuel.

U.S. 'DeDartment of Ener�v:
Proposes to build� an MRS in
Tennessee; the MRS" would
become an integrated partof the
whole waste management sys-
tem; all commercial sp6iit fuel
in the East �'ould flow 'through
the MRS in prcparatibn *for the
repository :proeCs5

Senator Evans: Calls for a
nationwide system�''� of' four
regional MRS facilities; there
would be '6ne facility each in
Tennessee, the' Mid-�Vest, the
West, and the East. Incentives
would .1,6 paid tb the' states and
local g6vernments which con-
tamed an MRS facility.

L _____

enator Adams: Proposes there
should be no MRS,3 bui rather
at-reactor dry cask st'or�ge and,
rod' 'coiisolidation. *' Ned
McWherter, Governor of

* Tennessee, concurs with this
approach.

Senator Hecht and former
Governor Dixy Lee Ray: Pro�
poses'there is�n6t 'a riced for a
repository nor an MRS; repro-
ccss the fuel; extract 'the valu-
able radionuclides that are
usable and dispose of' the

remaindcr of the wastes in
subseabed/ocean dispos'al. -

There has been a significant' move-
ment in Congress for aimoratorium
approach. In summary, this a�proach
would stop the site specific 'work,
create a blue ribbon commission:(such
as the Tower Commission or the

* Rogers 'Commission)' of "nationally
respected policy makers, and -review
the program for recommendations to

* Congress as to the best way-to fix the
program and ultimately �get the job
done. This general type of approach,
witho'ut an agreement as to� what the
final bill will look like, is being sup-

* ported by at least one Senator from
* -' each' -of the first-round states, one

'Senator from 'Tennessee, and three
second-round states where Senators
are supportive.

The same approach is being taken in
the House. 'Congressman Morris Udall
will be 'a key 'factor in 'the :result of
this approach. Prior' 'to this time, the
Congressman did not come� forward
�vith any specific solutions to the
repository site - selection 'process
although'he had acknowledged that it
had been poorly handled' by USDOE.
He recently released a' �statement as
follows: "'I have about given up on
the present program. There is no
hope of making it work; I'm ready to
go' back to 'square one. 'I will work

'with the No'rthwest congressional del-
egation 'to insure the 'process and a lot
'better consideration." '- Congressman
Udall is currentl�' considering a com-
mission' bill or a negotiating' process
that would 'devise a new program.

In observation of the high-level waste
disposal problem,' a similar discussion
took place among sc�'eraI legislative
members of the Nuclear Waste Board
and other legislators interested in the
matter. The end product of the meet-
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ing was a draft resolution that
expressed a consensus of the group.

The resolution was presented to the
Board for discussion, amendment, and
consideration. Discussion followed.

* A motion was entertained for the
adoption of Resolution 87-6.. The

* motion was moved,.seconded, and car-
ried. The resolution was adopted as
amended. Permission was requested
for those legislators, who so desired,
to sign a minority report with respect
to the action taken by the Board.
Permission was grantcd. (See
Resolution 87-6)

Curtis Eschels recalled that one of the
objectives in the recent discussion of
the resolution was for, a consensus
position that. would reflect the wide
range of positions people have regard-
ing the site selection process. That
issue had been Mr. Eschels intent in
his movement to add the wording "in
a phased manner". He felt it would
serve an an umbrella statement for all

* members of- the Board, legislators and
* non-legislators. Mr. Eschels voiced

* concern that if the minority report
was . attached to the - resolution, it
would indicute. an unbalance rather

* than a consensus. Mr. Eschels stated
* that he intended to. move for recon-
sideration and for the deletion of the
wording "in a phased manner". This
would allow. the. minority report to
balance the original wording con-
tained in Resolution 87-6. He reiter-
ated his surprise, to see the minority
report presented after the motion had
been made in the direction of those

* who wanted to "phase down" the pro-
cess. Had he known there was a
minority report already typed,
Mr. Eschels stated, he would not have
made the motion to adopt-the resolu-

- tion. A motion 'vas made to recon-
- sider the adoption of the amended

resolution.

Senator Max Benitz stated that he
hoped the �'oting members of the
Board , would. not reconsider. He
commented that the Board had
already taken action and that he had
hoped Representative Hankins' pre-
vious . recommendation to delete the
word "halt" would not have necessi-
tated . a minority report. Senator
Benitz emphasized that the parliamen-
tary moves had been made in such a
manner that the minority report was
in order and would continue to be.

The motion to reconsider Resolution
87-6 was moved and seconded.

A second motion, was entertained to
strike the wording "in a phased man-
ner". Mr. Esehels said it was not thc
intent to cripple the program at
Hanford, but an intent that would
state the nation's need for a consensus
on what to . do and how to proceed.
To be sensible, Congrcss needs to halt
the program in such a way that would
preserve the information that had
previously and is currently being
gathered. Again, Mr. Eschels reiter-
ated the need for a consensus to the
question "where do we go from here".
Discussion continued.

Repres�ntative Hankins stated that
what was being referred to is pending
legislation or amendments to existing
legislation; it was Congress that must
be dealt with, not the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy. She noted exception
to the wording 6f "halt". She felt that
the wording "planned phase out" or
"planned program that terminates the
project" was much easier to deal with.

Mr. Esehels said that his intent in
moving backwards to the rcsolution
was to explore whether or not differ-
ent language could be adoptcd and
made acceptable to include the
minority report.
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Mr. Esehels' second motion to delete
the 'words "in a' phase 'inanner" was
moved, scconded, and carried. This
was followed with a motion to accept
Resolution 87-6 :with the rcflccted
amendments. The motion was moved,
seconded, and carried.

Meeting Reports

Former discussion involving the pre-
ES Hydrology Testing Program had
indicated that �preparatory consulta-
tion involving the schedule of the
tcsting program for the ',ire-ES
Hydrology Testing Program would not
be, feasible. A recent meeting with
John Anttonen, U.S. Department of
Energy, provided an opportunity to
develop a consultation process in
which DOE' will deliver the study
plan *documerrtation to 'states/tribes
upon its receipt 'from the contractor.
The *states/tribes'will then be given
an opportunity to review the draft
and submit comments early in the
process.

Site Characterization Plan

Groundwater travel time has been
determined to be the most critical
element of the, site characterization
program for Hanford. In an earlier
action, the Advisory Council had con-
curred that the public should have an
opportunity to review 'USDOE's cur-
rent study plan involving the pre-
shaft hydrology test' and drilling.
The Council followedup this concur-
rence 'with a rcc6mmendation that
dealt with a public statement by the
Interagency Hydrologic Working'
Group on' the status' 'cf the deep
hydrologic studies at:: Hanford. A
motioff was' entertained to adopt the
Advisory Council's r�5mmendation.
Thc motion wits h-ioved, seconded, and
carricci. (See attached Advisory
Council Recommendation)

Anothcr� issue considered critieal to
the program is the regional geologic

* features. Existing geophysics support
logical and 'consistent patterns of
faulting over a 'large arc�a, 'both on
and off the reservation. 'It has bccn
determined to 'be 'feasible' for per-
forming direct exploration other than
conceptual- 'modeling for hydrologic
characteristics.
The presence of 'natural 'resources is
yet another' major concern 'in Sitc
characterization. USDOE siting reg-
ulations could be used to disqualify
Hanford if it is found that either
previous exploration, mining, or
extraction acti�ities' of'' commercial
importance ha"e created significant
pathways' between' the underground
facility and the 'accessible environ-
ment, or if 6ngoing and future activi-
ties to recover the presently' valuable
mine'ral 'resources are likely.

Some additional potentially adverse
issues that ha"e been identified arc:

- mining conditions in deep basalt

- earthquakes

- radionuclide
contamination

and chemical

- retrievability

- pfogram and data management

- overall site characterization
approach" ' '

The N�itional Academy 'of' Sciences
has invited the' stat& of Washington to
make a presentation ,in July regarding
its specific, technical concerns on site
characterization. ' The U.S. 'Depart-
ment of Encrgy�s SCP is due to be

'released during lat'e" November, 1987.
The document will consist of approx-
imately 9,500 pages with an atxachcd
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1,850 references; USDOE has asked
for the state's review and rcsponse
within 90 days of its release. The
Board concurred that the 90 day
period would not allow for sufficient
time to complete the technical, review
and allow the public to become thor-
oughly informed about the SCP. In
an effort to resolve this issue the
Board composed �a, resolution that
would allow for at least a six-month
comment period on the draft SCP. A
motion was entertained for the adop-
tion of Resolution 87-5. The motion
was moved, seconded, and carried.
The resolution was adopted as
written. (See attached Resolution 87-
5)

Litigation Status*

Washington filed its opening brief in
support of the state's motion for
declaratory relief in the second repos-
itory litigation on May 22. The
responding briefs by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy, the intervenor utili-
ties, and the eastern states' are due
June 24. Upon USDOE's response, the
state will file a a reply brief 15 days
after June 24. The issue will then go
before the Court, possibly with oral
argument.

The state of Tennessee filed a motion
which sought declaratory judgment as
to when its notice of disapproval was
due. USDOE intervened in the case
and took the position that a notice of
disapproval was. properly filed only
after Congress approved construction
of a MRS facility. On May 26, 1987
the Court granted the defendants'
motion to dismiss. The Governor of
Tennessee filed a notice of disap-
proval with Congress the following
day.

In regard to the second repository
issue, there were five other briefs
filed by the following petitioners:

I. The states of Idaho, Oregon, and
Nebraska

2. The Yakinia Indian Nation and
Clark County P.U.D.

3. The state of Texas and
Nuclear \Vaste Task Force.

the

4. People Against
Dumping at Hanford

Nuclear

5. Environmental Defense Fund

USDOE Rlchland

Max Powell reported on USDOE

Richiand recent and upcoming events:

- Draft Chapters 6, 7, and 8 of
the SCP would be delayed for
approximately 2 weeks;

- There will be three future
workshops and briefings held
within the state concerning the
SCP. However this issue had
not yet been completely defined
due to partial input from the
states and tribes;

- USDOE authorized Rockwell to
perform a partial lifting of the
Stop Work Order;

- There will be consultation on
the Expedited Sp&cial Case for
DC-24 and DC-25, scheduled in
July;

- USDOE's Institutional and
Socioeconomic Coordinating
Group meeting �vil1 be held in
Seattle on July 21-23;

- USDOE Headquarters and BWIP
will meet with the states/tribes
on .July 24 in Seattle regarding
the Comprehensive
Socioeconomic Plan;
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- BWIP's quarterly meeting will bc
July 29-30 in Richland.

Committee Reports

Environmental Monitorln�: The corn-
mittee's' assignment �t& work on the �'

Hanford Health Effect Panel's rec-
ommendations is nearing competition.
The committee requested that time be
allowed in the upcoming July ijiecting
for a progress report.

Transuortatlon: The committee will
meet June 23 with representatives
from the state of Oregon and the U.S.
Department of Energy. The meeting
will revolve around the issue of the
tran's�portation of transuranic defense*

- waste shipments from Hanford to the*
New Mexico WIPP site.

It was noted that USDOE is in the
process of revising its cask design for
transuranic wastes' and �;ill be sub-
mitting the casks to NRC and DOT
for evaluation. -

Hanford HIstorical Documents
Review: In October, 1986, . the
HHDRC' had identified two of *its
primary, responsibilities as dose recon-
struction and 'epidemiological 'studies >

i focusing on thyroid morbidity. (these
same issues 'had been previously rec-
ommended by the Hanford Health'
Effects Panel). The U.S. Department
of' Energy had also been contemplat-
ing a dose reconstruction project due
to a lawsuit filed' by the Colville
Indians.

In February, 1987, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy' (USDOE) and
Battelle's Pacific Noi-thwest Laborato-
ries (PNL) presenied a draft' Project
'Overview describing a joint dose
reconstruction stLdy' proicet' to thc
HHDRC for its' consideratidn. The
committee reviewed the concept
embodied in the draft Overview and

procceded to enter into an agreement
of principle withUSDOE-for a joint
study project. The agreement, how-
ever, was contingent on '-USDOE's
commitment to fund a thyroid mor-
bidity 'study to be performed inde-
pendent of the dose' reconstruction
study. The HHDRC concurred that if
a suitable mechanism for carrying out
a joint study could be found the end
result would 'have to be 'a product
that would be scientifically and pub-
licly credible. In addition,: the study
would also'have to satisfythestates,
tribes, and USDOE needs. At that
point a subcommittee was formed by
the committee** to negotiate with
USDOE/PNL for a mutually agree-
able work plan of dose reconstruction.

In March the HI-IDRC approved the
draft Overview for a joint dose
reconstruction - project '�nd had

"reached an agreement on' the structure
of a joint study between USDOE/PNL
and itself. A draft Notice 'of Agrcc-

* ment for th'e proposed prdject had
been reviewed but no' action was
taken due to the unresolved issue of
USDOE's agreement to fund an mdc-
pcndent thyroid morbidity study.

�During the May 18, 1987 meeting the
HHDRC 'reaffirmed its 'position to
link participation in ' a joint dose
reconstruction project '�' to USDOE
funding support for a health' effects
feasibility study. In addition, the
committee maintained' its' position
that there must be a� commitment
from USDOE to fund' independent
health effects' studies 'detei-mined to
be reasonable and feasible and not
limited by dose reconstruction study
conclusions. Thc action' taken by the
committee resulted in an 8 - I vote

"for a 'dose i-cconstruction agrccrncrit
that would be conditional upon thcsc
terms. To date, the U.S. Department
of Energy has agreed to fund a feasi-
bility study related to thyroid mor-
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bidity but has not agreed to a corn-
mitment that would fund additional
studics. The Department, has stated
that discussion of other related health
effects studies could proceed sepa-
rately. USDOE contends that it
would be beneficial to both parties to
proceed with dose reconstruction
while the identification of additional
studies is underway.

The HHDRC's May 18 decision to
enter into a conditibnal agreement for
dose reconstruction was in great con-
trast to Dr. Royston Filby's convic-
tions, thus leading to his resignation
as Chairman of the committee. The
nominated person to fill the position
of committee member will be Curtis
Esehels; the membership of the
HI-IDRC will organize a meeting in
the near future to elect a new
Chairman.

Defense Waste: The committee did
not meet during the month of June.

Socioeconomic: The committee met
on June 12 to review nominations for
membership on the national Peer
Review Panel. The committee had
previously identified the disciplines

and areas of expertise to be repre-
sented on the panel. Several candi-
dates have been nominated for each
of the categories. - In the upcoming
weeks, the candidates will be identi-
fied by the committee to serve on the
panel.

MRS ProDosal with federal
witnesses. 9:30 a.m. in Room 406
Dirksen

June 23: Senate Environment and
Public Works Subcommittee on
Nuclear Regulation Mark-Un of
Price-Anderson Act Reautho-
rization Bill (tentative'�

1-Iou s e

June 17: House Science, Space
and Technology Subcommittee
on Energy Research and Devel-
opine nt Hearini� on Price-
Anderson Act Reauthorization
Bill. 1:30n.m. in Room 2318
Ravburn

June 17: House Appropriations
Full Committee Mark-Un of
FY88 Ener�v and '�'ater Aunro-
nriations. 10:30 a.m. in Room
2360 Ravburn

��'ashington Institute for Public Policy

Dan Silver informed the Board mem-
bers that Senator Max Benitz was now
on the Board of Directors for the
WIPP. He stated there would be a
forum held in the Tn-Cities, during
the end of June; the first evening
would included a presentation on the
issue of transportation of which Pat
Tangora would be� the lead speaker.

Other Business.

K)

Federal Legislation

The following Congressional events
have been scheduled for the month of
June:

Senate

June. 18: Senate Environment and.
Public Works Subcommittee on
Nuclear Regulation Hearirte on

The U.S. Department of Energy issued
its final Mission Plan Amendment on
June 9 to Congress. There were no
major changes in the document other
than to alter the drilling schedules
for the proposed repositorysites. The
Plan did contain a change in regard
to the state's comment on premature
drilling of the exploratory shaft at
Hanford. The latest schedule showed
that work on the exploratory shafts at
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Hanford would begin in the spring of
1989, rather than in the fall of 1986.
USDOE is currently evaluating poten-
tial impacts of sinking exploratory
shafts prior to the pre-ES Testing
Program. if the primary evaluation
determines there would not be an
impact on other tests the construction
of the exploratory shafts could possi-
bly begin in the fall of 1988. The
Plan still reflects USDOE's intention
to extend the first round schedule for
a repository from the year 1998 to
2003. It contains USDOE's request
that the second round repository pro-
cess be postponed until mid-1990's or
later, and also a request to authorize
the construction and operation of an
MRS. Copies of the amended Mission
Plan will be forwarded to the Board;
a summarization of the changestothe
Plan will also be forwarded.

A presentation on a study of Iodine-
129 in groundwater at Hanford had
been given by Mr. John Dikeman,
Director of- Hanford Utilities,
Telecommunication, and Transporta-
tion, during the Board meeting in.
April. At that time, Mr. Dikeman had
been requested to provide all copies
of the cojnpilation of documents
involved in study of the iodine issue.
He stated that the process to forward
the requested information would be
started the next day. The importance
of obtaining all of the documents is
due to directly related issues, that
have been raised concerning Hanford
hydrology, since the beginning of' the
program. To date, a package has been
received containing 11 documents and
a cover letter from Mr. Dikeman
informing the Office that 9 docu-
ments would be provided in the
future. The original request had
called for all documents to be pro-
vided, of which there were several
hundred. A few examples of the doc-
uments that have not been provided
are:

A briefing paper, entitled:
"lodine-129 in the Unconfined
Aquifer Near the Purex Cribs";

A memo dated August 9, 1985
from Lee Olson 'to the Rockwell
General Manager, entitled:
"Instructions to BWIP for Clari-
fication of'the Jodine-129 Issue";

A letter dated June
entitled: "Iodine-129
Unconfined
Groundwater";

3, 1985,
in the
Hanford

- A memo dated May 17, 1985,
entitled: "Significance of Con-
fined Aquifer 1-129 Data, A
Rockwell/BWIP Position Paper.

The. dita pertaining to Iodine-129 in
the Hanford groundwater is not. clas-
sified information, however it is *a
slow process. Requests to obtain the
material must first be reviewed by a
task group prior to the forwarding of
the documents. It will remain an
ongoing effort until such time as the
documents are received.

Public Comment

Gerald Pollett, Director and Attorney
for Heart of America Northwest
briefly commented on the MRS pro-
posal that had recently been intro-
duced to Congress. He urged the
Board to proceed with caution when
promoting the issue of MRS because
of the sensitivity with which other
states would view Washington State
pointing in their direction. Secondly,
he urged the strong continuation of
re-examination of. alternatives, in the
interim after the suspension of fund-
ing for the site characterization
proccss.

A representative of the Sierra Club
also stated concern on the growing
interest of monitored retrievable stor-
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age of high-level nuclear waste at the
Hanford facility. He said that an
MRS is currently being promoted as a

* practical, interim solution of high-
level wastc storage;.the problem how-
ever, is that in all likelihood it would
not be used as a temporary solution.
He stated that, the. Sierra Club sup-

* ported the moratorium approach and
the use of dry cask storage at reactor
sites until a permanent site could be
located.

Adjourn

K>
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ADVISORY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION TO THE
NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD

The state of. Washington and the gcncral public have a vital intcrcst in how DOE's currcnt
study plan, based on their new hy@ologic model, is devcloping. Thc Pre-Shaft
Hydrology test anddrilling (to be�in�t DC-24 on July30, 1987) is a' critical step in rhc
program because the withdrawal of very large quantities of groundwater (Nuclear Waste
Update, Vol. 3, No. 3, May 1987) will have severe effects on the groundwater system.

The Nuclear Waste Advisory Coun�il rcqticsts the Boa�'d to call for:a public statement by
the Interagency Hydrologic Working Group onthe status of the deep hydrologic studies at
Hanford, to be made before the drilling bcgins, but after the Consultation Mccting of
July 16. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the statcs, Indian tribcs and especially
United State Geological Survey should �vaIuate the plan, including the conceptual
problems in estimating travel times and the hydrologic model.

1.
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LOSS OF STATEWIDE RADIOLOGICAL MONITORING

In 1985, the legislature established funding for a significant portion of the Department of Social
and Health Services (DSHS), Office of Radiation Protection through fees based on the volumes

of disposed low-level radioactive wastes. Projected low-level waste volumes for 1987 amounts
to approximately one quarter of that received in 1985. Therefore, the feerevenues for the
1987-89 biennium of $620,000 will support only 6 of 21.6 positions originally intended for low-

level radioactive waste surveillance and environmental monitoring.

The loss of 15.6 positions in the Office's Low-Level Waste and Environmental Monitoring

Programs will not permit the continuation of the following activities:
0

-- Full-time on-site inspections of low-level waste disposal operations

-- Environmental monitoring of Hanford defense facilities

-- Environmental monitoring around nuclear Navy installations

-- Radiation emergency monitoring, i.e., Chernobyl

-- Trojan Nuclear Power Plant environmental monitoring

-- Coordination of regulatory efforts with the Washington Department of Ecology over

low-level waste disposal

-- Support for the Washington State Patrol in its Radioactive Waste Vehicle Surveillance

Program

The long-term solution to this funding problem can be accomplished through two efforts. First,

the Governor and the Secretary of the DSI-IS should provide emergency funding that will allow

for the continuation of the threatened monitoring activities at least until the legislature convenes
again. Secondly, the legislature should change the funding mechanism from one that is

dependent on disposed low-level radioactive waste volumes to the use of general fund support.

The Washington Nuclear �Vaste Advisory Council recommends to the Nuclear Waste Board that

it direct the Chair to inform the Washington State Governor, and the Secretary of the

Department of Social and Health Services of the immediate need for resolution of this issue.



DRAFY
WASHINGTON STATE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD

RESOLUTION 87-6

June 17, 1987

p

WHEREAS, the repository site selection process is now on the verge of collapse; and

WHEREAS, there is '�idespread agreement That a solution must be found to the nation's high-

level nuclear waste disposal problem; and

WHEREAS, there is widespread agreement that serious consideration must be gi"en to

implementing a mid-course correction to the repository program; and

WHEREAS, several proposed courses of action have been offered in good faith as the best

answer to the question 'where do we go from here'; and

WHEREAS, at this time there is not a consensus as to the preferred course of action; and

��HEREAS, a forum and process must be established to reach a consensus as to the preferred

- course of action; '

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

I. 'Urges Congress to establish a forum arid process designed to make a fresh search for

the cours6 of action which will now best lead us toward a solution of the nation's

nuclear waste disposal problem;

2. Recommends that Congress utilize the following guidelines when establishing the

forum and process:

a. The problem-solving forum arid the process should allow for meaningful

participation by all of the major interests, including: federal agencies, Indian

tribes, states, local governments, environmental groups, nuclear utilities, utility

regulators, and public interest groups;

b. The forum and process should be directed by a panel or commission composed of

nationally known and respected policy-makers;



c. The panel or commission should be required to submit a report to Congress by

January 1989, with a recommendation as to the preferred course of action that

will (1) lead to atimely solution of the nuclear utilities' short-term spent fuel

storage problem, (2) define the elements of an equitable site selection process that

will provide confidence that the search will be for a superior high-le�'el nuclear

waste repository site, and (3) ensure that selection decisions will be based on

credible scientific evidence;

d. In seeking the preferred course of action to solve the nuclear utilities' short-term

problem, the panel or commission should compare and evaluate the relati"e

merits and shortcomings of (I) USDOE's monitored retrievable storage proposal,

(2) a nationwide system of regional monitored retrievable storage facilities, and

(3) at-reactor dry cask storage;

3. Urges Congress to bring repository site-specific activities to a halt while consensus is

sought in answer to the question 'where do we go fran? here;

4. Urges Congress to develop a process which provides ample funding to ensure the

timely cleanup and permanent, safe disposal of Hanford's forty year accumulation of

defense wastes.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Washington State Nuclear Waste Board directs the Chair \....../

to transmit this Resolution to Governor Gardner, Washington State Congressional delegation,

appropriate Con jressional Committees, and the U.S. Department of Energy..
.

WARREN A. BISHOP, CHAIR
WASHINGTON STATE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD



WASHINGTON STATE NUCLEAR �VASTE BOARD

RESOLUTION 87-5

June 19, 1987

��'HEREAS, the United States Department, of Energy (USDOE) is required under the Nuclear

Waste Policy Act to issue a site characterization plan (SCP) for each of three candidate reposi-

tory sites,-lncluding the Hanford Reservation; and

WHEREAS, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act requires USDOE to hold public hearings in the "idn-

ity of each candidate site; and

WHEREAS, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act 'requires USDOE to meaningfully involve the affected

states and tribes in important repository-related decisions; and

WHEREAS, citizens must be informed about the issues so they can make informed testimony;

and

WHEREAS, USDOE is proposing a 90-day review and comment period for the SCP; and

WHEREAS, .the SOP is a vital document, which will consist of approximately 9,500 pages and

1,800 references; and

WHEREAS, it is the Washington State Nuclear Waste Board's desire and obligation to thoroughly

review the technical merits of the SOP as well as to consult meaningfully with the citizens of

the state of Washington prior to formulating its official comments; and

WHEREAS, 90 days will not allow the Nuclear Waste Board to complete its technical review and

for the public to become knowledgeable about the SOP;

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

I. The Board respectfully urges the Secretary of Energy to allow at least a six month

comment period on the draft SCP;



�,.-

2. The Board urges Governor Gardner, the state of Washington Congressional delegation,,

and chairmen of appropriate Congressional committees to support this request ror a

reasonable review period;

3. The Board directs the Nuclear Waste Board Chair to transmit this resolution to the

Secretary of Energy, the state of Washington Congressional delegation, appropriate

Congressional committees, and the first-round states and Indian tribes.

Ad6pted at Lacey, Washington, this /�.7�iy of June, i987.

�4�2

WARREN A BISHOP, CHAIR

WASHINGTON STATE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD

I



* Senator j-.t.�1 Fiftieth Legislature
MAX E. BENITZ (JI)I�i�'asaingion

Rules
E�ghth District �A1,

Route 2. Box 2521 c....n-Ole � - Energy and Utilities
Prossef. Washington 99350
Tri-Cilies Tel.: 545-2323 cZ�I 1 , 1  (Ranking Republican
Res. Tel.: (509) 973-2282 Prosser � 70 to �
Leg. Tel.: (206) 786-7614 Olympia

June 19, 1987

WE, the undersigned Legislators,. recognizing that by statute we
do not have a vote on the action by the Nuclear Waste Board,
would like to submit this Minority Report:

Recently, several proposals have been promoted which would
change the present direction of the nation's high level waste
program. Some of these proposals are worth examining, at least
for certain elements within the plans.

However, much has been said about the status of the current
program, frequently referred to as "dead in the water". Although
the program has suffered some hardship in the past year, we
believe it is not as close to death as some would describe it.
Several thousand people are still dedicated to the work of
determining the safest site for deep .geologic disposal of nuclear
waste. Even though many of us argue the location for the si�t�-

K> we do not dispute the nature of the Science.

Since, Congress may consider as many as eight vastly
different approaches to changing the direction of national policy
on high level nuclear waste, .we believe it appears Congress is a
long way from a consensus on this issue. It also appears as if
the odds �are against passing any law this year which would change
the policy direction.

If, however, an alternative to the present system receives
widespread support and gains momentum, we believe it should not
suspend the current repository program. A suspension would be
disruptive to a highly specialized workforce and. would result in
wasting the efforts already expended for the program.

Therefore, until a workable alternative receives the backing
needed to assure passage, we continue to support the current
program.

2/ E ccE7./
J� 1/-'
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