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Robert Shrrley, represcntmg Senator H. A "Barney" Goltz ., '.', A

Thc meetmg was called to order by Warren A Brshop, Charr 4 S .

Mr. Brshop reported the meetmgs held by the Councrl in Vancouver thrs week were pro-
ductive.” The Councrl revrewed the Defense Waste DEIS and made scveral recommenda-
*tion to the Board, which will be discussed later in the meetlng, hesaid. il
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: Nancy Krrner read a substrtute paragraph 8 page 15 to clarrt‘y a response by John
Erickson in discussing the Chernobyl accident. It was moved and seconded the Mmutes be

approvcd as corrected Motxon carned e, R
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»Mr Husseman referred to the letter from the Chair to Mrke Lawrence, Manager of the
Richland Operations Office, USDOE and the orrgmal letter from Mr. Lawrence. The let-
ters: concerned the Councrl recommended Resolutron of the Board regarding USDOE
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attcndance at public meetings. A meeting will be arrangcd toward the end of the month
T between’ Mr Lawrence and Mr. Bishop to discuss this issue and others that need to be
discussed.

Senator. Guess rcmarkcd he hoped that in thc futurc the talking would be done before-
hand. Mr. Bishop said the action came as a result of a heated discussion by the Council,
passed on to the Board, and he and the staff felt rcspons:blc to bring it to the Board. He
said he assured Mr. Lawrence this would not be pursued in a letter form, but by siting
down and talking about it.

The second letter was addressed to Secretary Herrington, signed by Congressman Markey
as Chair of the House Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and Power of the Committce
on Energy and Commerce. The Committee had requested documents from the Secretary
and the Department of Encrgy related to the decision-making process which led up to the
final recommendation of the three sites for the first repository. The response from.
USDOE was that the documents prepared in the process were not rctamcd ‘The Commit-
tee was highly critical and stated they were resubmitting qucstlons, with the end of July
for a response date. They indicated that if the response was not. satisfactory they would
rcquxrc thc approprlatc pcoplc to appear and provide sworn testimony to the Committec.

: ’l‘hns mformatnon is partxcularly important to the state of Washington in its pursual of its

. 'htlgatxon on the ranking methodology, he said.
g

. Mr Roe introduced Narda chrcc, Assistant Attorney Gencral who had joined thc litiga-

. tion'team of Mr: Roe, Mr Lcan ‘and Mr. Goltz. She will have the sole rcsponsxbxhty of

*"keeping' that lmgatron movmg Hc also introduced Larry Oates, intern, who is also assist-
"'ing the tcam. -+ !}
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"Referring to thc lcttcr just mentioned by Mr. Husseman, Mr. Roe said his office had con-

tacted the Justice Department, which represents the U.S. Department of Energy, to deter-
mine if they would be willing to enter into an order which would preclude any termina-
tion of documents. Today word was received from the Justice Department on behalf of
USDOE that they were not willing to enter into an agreed order, so the state will be fil-
ing on Monday an emergency motion with the 9th Circuit Court.of Appeals in the com-
prehensive case, brought in part on behalf of the Board, asking the Court to enter an
Order designed to preclude any termination, or further termination as there has been' in
the past, of any of these documents. An associated documcnt dealing with a request for
discovery and production of the documents related to the SUbJCCt matter contained in that
letter will also be filed.

A third letter was a response from the USDOE to Representative Nelson’s inquiry at the
May 15 Board meeting concerning the amount of plutonium excluded from coverage when
USDOE went from 10 nCi/g to 100 nCi/g in their definition of transuranics. The answer
was 205 kg of plutomum

‘ Mr Husseman said thc Board had indicated at the last meeting it would like to havc more

detailed information concerning the amount of dollars spent at Hanford for
environmental-protection type activities. Earlier documents did not.respond .to the -
request. Mr. Husseman said the document before the Board entitled: "Environmental
Protection and Defense Waste Management at U.S. Department of Energy Atomic Defense

'Facilitics Based on the Fiscal Year 1987 Budget Request™ had just been received in the

Office.” It had not been rcvncwcd and he suggested.the document be referred to onc of
the Committces for study and a réport to the Board. Mr. Bishop referred the document
to the Defense Waste Committee for review with staff support.
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- Mr. Husseman referred to the two documents Representatrve Isaacson rcquestcd bc handed
out: "Credrbxllty and "The Polmcs of Nuclear Waste Management"

Another document recelved after the notebooks were marled was a Resolutron of thc
_Association of Washington Cities, ‘adopted at their annual meetmg It calls to task the
USDOE for its decision to postpone mdefmrtely the sec¢ond round of the repository pro-
cess, and makes a statement of to their posmon on the selection of Hanford as being
"opposed ‘to siting a ‘national nuclear wasté repository at Hanford unless ‘the USDOE
demonstrates by scientific studies, analysrs and independent overviews that the flood
basalts at Hanford can isolate the nuclear wastes and spent fuels from the envrronment to
a grecater extent and and degree than‘any other geologrc media.".  Mr. BlShOp added the
-document .also resolved that it supports the Nuclear Waste. Board as the’ spokesman for the
statc of Washington in its endeavors to assuré that the United States Dcpartmcnt of
Encrgy mcets all of the requirements of public law and publrc concern m selectmg and

o evaluatmg potent1a1 nuclear waste reposrtory srtes :
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Another Resolutron contained in the notebooks was one mtroduced by Governor Gardner
Governor Bryan of Nevada, and Governor Evans of Idaho at the Western Governors’
Association. It was adopted’ unanrmously ‘on July 8. The Resolutron makes a strong
statement by the Western Governors'as a ‘group urging Congress and ‘the Presrdent to sus-
pend all further work-on site characterization for a first repository ‘for high- level nuclear
waste and spent fuel until work on the siting and development of a second repository is
reccommended and on a schedule reasonably intended to meet all statutory deadlmcs or
«altcrnatrvcly, to reconsider and recall their decision to recommend and approve thrce sites
located in the Western states for characterization for the’ nation’s first reposrtory, and,to
begin immediately a comprehens:ve natxon-w;de scarch for the best avarlable site for such
a repository, to include all known appropriate geologic media, including granite.

Mr. Husseman said this Resolution was very similar to the one adopted unanimously by
the Western:Attorneys General’ Assocratron, and the one adoptcd at the NCSL First-Round
States Workmg Group, and: the Nuclear Waste Commrssxon m the state of Nevada
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Draft Resol ti n R commen d b h A vls r ouncil .

A Draft Resolutron recommended to the Board by the Adwsory Councrl was presented
Asa background for. the: Resolutxon Mr. ‘Husseman briefly updated the approprratron
_process in Congress as it relates to the shutdown ‘of the second reposrtory .The USDOE

indefinitely postponed the’ second round process on May 28. Shortly after that the House

Appropriations Committee, -in revrewmg and adoptmg the USDOE budget fully funded
‘the first round of.'the site selection’] process, elrmmated thc MRS, and climinated site spe-
.cific activities for the second-round reposrtory, fundmg only generrc studres for the sec-
ond round. :This, in effect, ratlfres the decrsron of ‘the USDOE to postpone the second

round indefinitely. This action was taken over the written objectron of Congressman

Udall, one of the prime movers of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act in the Housc .He sent a
letter to the House Appropriations Committee mdrcatmg this action would be contrary to
the mandates of the Nuclear Waste Polrcy Act 1ts mtent and polrcres “He requested that
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Mr. Husseman sa1d there is now action in the Senate that would attempt to reverse the
House action or to zero out the site: specrftc activitiés for the first round and bring the
entire process to a halt. :

It was moved and seconded that Resolution 86-4 be adopted.
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_ In further explanation of background. for the Resolution, in response to Represcntative
“Hankins, Mr. Husseman said following the May 28 decision a letter signed by ten -+ -
Senators, including both Washington State Senators, Senators Laxalt, Domenici, Hecht,
Bentsen, McClure and others, plus Congressmen Udall and Morrison, was sent taking:-
USDOE to task for violating the direct mandate of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. The
letter instructed the USDOE to reverse its decision. or come forth with language to amend
the NWPA. The House Brll will go to the floor on Tuesday, and no hearing has yet been
scheduled in the Senate Approprratrons Commrttec, chaired by Scnator Hatfield.

In discussion followrng, Nancy Krrner pomtcd out that Item 2 in-the Resolutron would

have the effect of cancelmg any future grants to the state of Washington until the issuc

was resolved. Mr. Husseman said if BWIP were not funded, the state program would not
“be funded dependmg upon how "site specific" is defined. o

Mr. Brshop added that durmg the time. the Resolutron was bemg discussed, there was a lot
of coverage in the papers of the actions and statements being made by the Congressional
delegation. This created a great deal of interest. Representative Hankins agreed, but
expressed concern about "trial by Editorial Boards" and with the litigation. being pursucd
by the state, and other statements by the Board. She questioned if such a Resolution were
an effective way to solve the problem Mr. Blshop asked Mr. Roe to explain how discon-

tinuing fundmg for the second-round site-specific activities would affect one of the
'states cases. . e :

‘Mr. Roe said, qulte bnefly, it would do no good It would: be an implied modification of
- the Nuclear Waste Polrcy Act as it relates to the mandates to mect.the nomination and
recommendation rcqurrements of, the second-round repository, It. would be clearly undec-
sirable in terms of a; successful outcome of the lrtrganon, he said.

Representative Nelson said he read Itcm 2.as bemg a message to Congress to keep the scc-
- ond round process alive. He thought that. would be a strong; strategic position to take.
Mr. Husseman said the Resolution passed last month called for the process to be stopped
and be restructured. Resolution 86-4 would provide the opportumty for restructurmg

Senator Williams said one of the Justrfrcatrons for delaymg the second round proccss was
the inappropriateness of spending this kind of money when the government is running
such large deficits. However, he noted that the monies supporting the repository program
are-derived from a dedicated fund, which should not be affected by the national deficit.
He said he was perplexed at the rationale by USDOE. Mr. Husseman said at this point
the monies come from the ratepayers although USDOE. will, out of their defense side of
‘the budget, evcntually be contrrbutmg to.the Nuclear Waste Fund when the allocation is
agreed to. chresentatrve Nelson recalled. that Roger Gale of the Office of Civilian-Waste
“Management, USDOE, stated in Denver that techmcally, USDOE had to mect Gramm-
Rudman ob_;cctrves even though the fund is dedicated.

. In response to a questron as to the Committee’s action on MRS Mr.. Husseman said no
fundmg was provxded as the ‘state 'of Tennessce has an injunction against USDOE from

- delivering the MRS proposal to Congress. Nancy Kirner said this was a worthwhile goal,
but funding would have to come from state dollars, rather than Federal dollars

The motron was called The vote was m doubt, as many membcrs did not vote.
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"Mr. Lasmanis suggestcd that thc Chaxr rcmtroducc thc motxon ata futurc time, if dcsrrcd
Hc cxpressed concern that thcrc was a potential cost attached to -the Resolution.and said
‘he would like to know the rmpact on:the litigation, monitoring, and environmental studics
under way. He asked if those costs could be handled by the state under the present cco-
nomic climate. Mr. Husseman replied if there were no BWIP and no repository program,
there would be nothing for the Board and Offxcc to do. Litigation is currently being
funded with General Fund dollars.

Pat Tangora asked if thc statc fundmg would bc adequatc to monxtor thc rcstructurmg
process. Mr. Husseman said, as a. practxcal matter, he could not visualize USDOE e¢limi-

nating BWIP bcforc deciding to do away with the whole rcposrtory program at Hanford

Mr Roe said m rcsponsc to Mr Lasmams questlons that lmgatron would not bc affcctcd

as funding is being provided ‘with statc funds., :Secondly, he said, he noted the Resolution

does not suspend the whole program and he assumed the author interided a continuing
program. Mr. Husseman said it was written in the same wording used in the second-
round decision, in that they eliminated funding for site-specific activities. How .that

- would be 1mplemcntcd hc said, depends on how . thc fmal approprxatxon would bc worded.
Estclla Lcopold Advxsory Councrl Mcmber, sard the COuncxl had passcd the Rcsolutnon, as
well as'the Oregon Advisory Committee at their meeting in Vancouver. It was revised
and passed as amended at the Council meeting this morning. She expressed disappoint-
ment at the lack of interest in the Resolution by the Board. She suggested the Board
sclect the most important.elements,.in their-opinion, and proceed. She felt-it was impor-

“tant to respond in support of the Governor’s position on the second-round repository pro-
gram, ’ _

Senator Williams. expressed hxs support for thc Rcsolutlon as he thought it consrstcnt thh
the position of the Board. The. Board recommended last month that:the two processes be
combined into one sxtc selection process, and this Resolution further identifies that these
activities should not be funded until that one program is developed. He said he dld ‘not
understand the fear of the loss of money coming to the state from the Federal’ govern-
ment. The Act rcqurrcs the participation and funding of the states when the program is
in operation. If there is a program, there will-be funding for the states, he saxd If no
program thcrc is no need for fundmg of oversight actxvnty..

’Nancy Krrner sald her conccrn was that the statc would not bc able to partrcrpatc in the
rcstructurmg of the political process. -She felt there would .be an even greater need ‘to
momtor action in Washmgton D.C. to make sure the new rules are:at least as cqually fair
to the state of Washmgton should .the program be restructured. - She suggested ithis ele-

“ment be’ addrcsscd in the Rcsolutron ~Senator-Williams agreed:this problem nceded to be

addressed. He sa:d if the funding is cut of f, he would hope USDOE would not be-able to

" draw on the funds from the -dedicated source . to contmuc thcxr actrvmcs thhout support-

ing state activities. EUE N A . A -

Representative Nelson suggested this.issue-be referred to legal counsel, asking them to
address the problem and bring-back suggested language. ‘Mr. .Bishop asked interested -

members to meet wrth Mr. Roc and clarlfy the languagc of thc Rcsolutron to meet any
vochctxons S I L y
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Bob Shirley asked for identity of voting members. Mr. Bishop replicd only the Legisla-
‘tive members were non-voting members. All regular members or their lcgally-dcsxgnatcd
"Designees are entitled to vote. The Chair also has the authority to votc Designees, or
Alternate Dcs:gnccs, are rcqunrcd to have an authonzmg letter on fxlc ‘with thc Office.

Proposal for Workshm'. Seminar Series with Publication o

Estella Leopold presented thc Board with a two-page proposal entitled: "Pre- Pi-oposal for:
Workshop, Seminar Series with Publication". She said she had suggested this to the’
University of Washington as a new educational outreach effort. Because the statc Nuclear
Waste Act recognized the fundamental importance of an outreach to the public by the
state on issues related to the nuclear waste program she drafted the proposal with Robert
Lee, Professor of Forestry (Social’ Scxentnst) to provide an ob_‘ectxvc mtcrdlsc:plmary dis-
cussion of the chief issues: the economic and cco-systcm lmpact of radxonuclxdc rclcascs
in the Columbxa Basin m Washmgton

The proposal dcscnbcs thc pomts, to mclude a Workshop, Rcscarch .a Seminar Scncs, and
publication. She solicited funding from the Board with the results bcmg presented to the
Board in the form of a document, which could be used for dissemination to the public.
She said the major expense ‘would be student help from graduate students. The budgct
was not entered, as details were not yet worked out, but she estimated about $16,000 of
student help, and a fmal cstlmatcd figure of $40 000, thhout Umvcrsnty overhead.’

.+ Ms, Leopold saxd a full copy of the proposal is available from their staff. She said’ thxs
proposal was submitted for the tentative reaction from the Board.

Discussion of the proposal followed and Senator Guess expressed concern about antici-

_ pated attendance and sufficient funds to do an adequate job. Dr. Filby suggested a morc
logical approach might be to bring groups of faculty with a real interest together and let
-them set up a seminar series.: He thought then the interest and research programs would
develop. He felt it unnecessary to finance or stimulate faculty interest by prowdmg them
with student hc]p, which they should havc anyway from thc:r own rcscarch programs,

‘chrcscntatwc Nelson consxdered thc xdca a good one, and wondered if there wcrc a way ,

to relate the proposal to the Defense Waste DEIS process and the site characterization on
commercial waste. He said he had observed that expecting the public to get far into tech-
-nical documents, and. the key questions addressed by that document or the crmquc is
very difficult. . Therefore, consultants are hired to crmquc the consultants of the USDOE.
_ Although it is too late for the Defense Waste DEIS, there will be Records of Decision
issued, and pcrhaps the Board could structure some program to involve interested publxc

_ in the debate between the two sets of consultants. Providing a forum for the public to
tune into these technical debates would be a good idea, and he thought the proposal could
be adapted to do that. He suggested the Board and the USDOE sponsor such debates
before final comments are written by the state.

Estella Leopold explained they were approached by two business pcoplc in the Scattlc
community expressing their anxiety about the business community not appreciating the
full aspects of potential socioeconomic impact in the Columbia Basin, and the potential
damage to the economy. The proposal, she said, was in response to that concern, and these
business people had provided $2,000 to get started.
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. Mr. Brshop thanked Estella“for acquarntrng the Board wrth the proposal He sard the
Council is considering it and is in the process of determmmg guidelines for thrs type of
proposal :

EEER

Public Comment

LI

.Jams Byrd sard she thought graduate students professors and rescarchers havc much of
this-material already available to them, and the grant money sought mrght be better ‘uscd
to cducate and reach the publxc wrth only some knowledge, but mostly. currosrty

'Senator Benitz expressed hrs concern that such a plan mrght not ‘be obJecttve enough He
- said he noticed names of proposed’ partrcxpants who ‘are not known for screntrfrc achicve-
ment or for havmg a somewhat: brased opinion. ‘Speaking of economics and the Hanford
‘ 1mpact on cconomics of ‘the area,’he said there was absolutely nonc. What there is, he
said, is an outgrowth of the difficult times being experrenced on the farms. -He said he

‘i has farmed in the shadow of that" pro_tect for forty years with no problems and the farm-

_ -ers in the Columbia Basin who aré¢ honestly trying to make 1t -object very much to the
- kind of statements some of - thexr fellow farmers have made. .He said it is a very serious
concern, :

Commlttee Renorts
Defense Waste Committee - Contractor Report on Defense Waste DEIS Mr. Bishop
introduced Joe Stohr, new member of the staff of the Office of Nuclear Waste Manage-
ment, who will be the staff “person’ on defense waste Mr "Stohr was the Program Manager
- for the Radioactive Waste Program; Office of Radiation Protection, Department of Social

and Health Services. He said the Defense Waste Committee had met and the rcport would
be grven by Dr. Brewer L IR s Tt

¢

- .. Dr. Brewer rel‘erred to the report prepared by the URS Corporatron and drstrrbuted to the

members. - URS Corporatron is one of the contractor team, with Grant. Barley as the Pro-
ject Manager. Others included Mark Schaffer, Engineering Geologist with Converse Con-
sultants, and John Held, Nuclear Engineer with Energy Incorporated of Borse All three
were prcsent and mtroduced to the Board . '

B L4

Dr. Brewer said the URS Report is only part ot‘ the techmcal comment that wrll be pro-
posed to the Board as part of the overall statement It has become apparent in reviewing
the DEIS that there are some technical concerns with a couple of the -Appendices which
have been noted, areas that need more work or clarification. In the handout of June 17
that was used in the five public mectrngs around the state on the Defcnse Waste DEIS, six
policy and six technical concerns were 1dent1fred that the state had at that time. Since
that time, two or three more were added ST :

P e
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Pnncrpal techmcal concerns include’ madequate or no treatment of the chemrcal and
mixed wastes, which ‘are an mt1mate part of the overall defense wastc prcture and amount
'to hundreds of thousands of tons. Drrector ‘Riniker hrghlrghted this concern to, USDOE at
~ the Scattle meetings and ‘the issue'will ‘be pursued. ,
Dr. Brewer said there are some changes pending in the responsibility or the authority. of
the states under the- Resource Conservatron and Recovery Act (RCRA) .The state may

, -have a much stronger voice-in the future concernmg these mixed waste strcams than was

contemplated when the investigation ‘was’ ‘begun. )
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The item of postclosurc momtormg of a deep rcp051tory co-located with defense wastc in
a'shallow cnvxronmcnt is stxll a concern. , -

Dr. Brewer said these are all areas the state feels should be included in the Final EIS, and
there is time to do that, as this is only a Draft EIS.

Appendix B; The state feels, based on industry experience, that there may be bet-
ter ways, less expensive, faster and safcr, to recover some of the single-shell tank wastes
which would be classed as high- -level 'waste by any, set of definitions. . There would be
between thirty and forty of the 149 tanks that meet this criteria.. One reason for. this is
that, as Senator Guess has pointéd out on more than one occasion, there are 2 number of
valuable materials in those wastes. A second reason is that if-those wastes can be recov-
ered safely and cost cffcctxvcly for treatment, life would ‘be a lot more simple environ-
mentally. Thc dangcrous chemicals and radioactive components could be isolated, and the
' 'rcst would be a low-lcvcl waste strcam that could bc disposed of using current tcchnology.

Technical Workshops: Wlth a posmvc responsc from USDOE Dr. Brewer sald the
state is prcparcd to sit down to have a series of technical workshops, with engincers talk-
ing to engineers. There is a facility at the Savannah River Project that would be xdcally

~ - suited for this with a very low cost and fast testing time.

Appendix M: The contents of Appendix M in the DEIS relate to the engineered
barriers which would be required and essential for the stabxhzatnon in-place alternative,
and fmdmgs in this rcgard

Grant Bailey of URS Progect Managcr for the tcchmcal review of the Defense Wastc

DEIS, said they were a551stcd in their review by Energy Incorporated and Conversc Con-
sultants.

Mr. Bailey distributed an Executive Summary of the Technical Review, which will be
bound into the main document. He walked the Board through the document, with a sum-
mary of their conclusions. He saxd the final document from URS will be delivered -

-August 4, and thcy would be open to rcccxvmg comments until a few days before that
time.

Chapter 4 of the URS document contains the most important elements, in their opinion, of
their reference check conducted throughout the whole document. Mr. Bailey said those
areas that they felt were worthy of further work were translated into questions and

approximately eighty qucstlons will appear in the final report. Areas not considered cru-
* cial were not asked as qucstlon hc saxd .

chrcsentatnvc Nclson asked how URS trcatcd an assumptxon that had no reference.

"Mr. Bailey said they were taken on'a case- by-casc basis. In some conclusions they felt
were not well supported, that was then brought up, even though they did not see a refer-
ence check. The Silla tombs in Korea were cited as an as a classic example of the’ way an
impervious barrier m:ght work _This appears in the DEIS as well as the Summary which
was distributed much wxdcr than the DEIS. It tends to enforce the conclusion that' this is

a’'proven technology, when, in fact he said that particular reference was not provided at
all.

" Mr. Bailey said’ because of the size of the document it was d1ff1cult to make a concise
summary without bemg m:sleadmg In general, he said there were a number of refercnces
that did not seem to be confirmed. The principal concern was what they felt could have

-8-
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1 been a much more likely worst- case was not done in some mstances and USDOE secmcd
to be using some numbers that were ovcrly optrmrstrc Many of these pertamcd to the
barrier and its effectiveness.

Mr. Bailey continued by’ saying’ their document was fairly. well organrzed and wrxtten to
be rcadable and understandable as far’ as thcy could possxbly do it.. The Table of 'Con-
tents is identical to the DEIS, and’ the problem or issue is hrghlrghted ‘under that topic.
Somc of the principal issués includeé’ Precrprtatron Assumptrons, Barrier Performance,
‘Radionuclide Release and Transport,' Groundwater Movement Complrancc wrth EPA -
Standards and Worst Case (Conservatrve) Analyses ' NI
Scnator Guess sard he understood surfactants (contammg Cesium 135) wcre also prcsent in
the existing tank wastes, in addition to ‘the’ sludge and salt cake. He asked what other
quurd wastes were expected to be generated by ‘other sources through l995 Dr Brcwcr

[N

chelating agents that we know are present there. Senator Guess said then they should-be
asked to mclude these elements Dr Brewer sard they had done that in another challengc

Scnator Guess then referred to- page 311 of the URS documcnt whcre rt ‘was stated that
"because geotextiles will probably have neglrgrble tensile strength”. and asked if that came
out of the DEIS or was it their conclusion. Mr. Bailey replied that was their conclusion.
Dr. Brewer said the only specrfxc textrlc that they contemplate is one which is composed
.of a silica thread. When he 'was ‘in' Richland last week he asked if . there were going to be
any resin to isolate those srlrca threads, and was told no, that it would be pure. silica. .
This means it-is exactly the same, in terms ‘of strength and resistance, as glass matting or
roving that is capsulated in frberglass structures It isa very weak- material, that’s the
only specific geotextile ‘that is mentroned in the DEIS, and it was known there are many
. others. Secnator'Guess thought 'this also’ worthy of mentron Dr Brewer said specrfrcrty

MR}

:and spec sheets would certainly be appreciated. " T SR

There was further discussion of textiles and Mark Schaffer, Senior Geological Engincer

- with Convcrse Consultants,’ said the statement referred to by Senator ‘Guess was on¢ he
had written.’ He said this documentis a’ workmg draft, and thrs was one sentence he
intended to change. He sard to hrs knowledge any silica glass geotextrle would have a
-negligible tensile strength The’ materrals that have a polymer or.acrylic binding, or resin
binder; have the ‘durability problem "He said there was.not, in his experience, sufficient

. data to’ rndrcate a l0 OOO-year durabrllty for that type of. material. . He said they were ‘ask-
ing for the very point raised by Senator Guess, ‘and needed trade names and specrfxcatrons
for at least some sort of quantitative data. He said the geotextile itself.is only a minor

.~.element ‘of the barrier and if it farled by xtsclf the barrrer would not necessarrly fail.-
And, he said, a barrier could fail without a geotextile. It sard it was a very complxcated
subJect whrch merrts a lot of dlscussxon among the people involved.. RS RTS

R S ¢ b

_Dr, Frlby saxd Battellc cnttcxzed very strongly our statement on Appendxx M, and asked to
be.brought up to date on the controversy ‘Dr.- Brewer said there were wounded feelrngs
on ‘both sides. ‘He said he had’ talked to all of the prmcrpals and, therr managers at -
Richland since .the issue’ was raxsed Thcre is an agreement that all partres must sit down

.~and go through.it point by ‘point, lrne by line. Hc referred to the. Golder Report which
was a very critical analysrs of the 1982 Site Charactcrrzatron Report The state also sub-
mitted a critical report, as well as USGS and NRC The techmcal people sat down with
the USDOE he said, and went through line by 1line. 'In some’ cases, there was agreement,
in some not, and for those where there was a disagreement, reasons were given and in



atxon in thc few days lcft to compnlc the commcnts

some cases there was an honest difference of opinion between professional peers. That
format is appropnatc, he said, ‘and in discussing this with the Battelle Mzmagcr he agrccd
that this be done, and they are anxious to proceed.

Representative Nelson referred to the conclusion by URS that if more conservative

‘assumptions were made thc move would be made to more geologic disposal. He asked. if

that applied uniformly to the sites, or did they mcan that more of some of the wastes:
should go to gcologxc dxsposal and others could stay in-place.. Mr. Bailey replied that
most of the citations USDOE used that URS thought were not conservative were broad-
based assumptions affecting the overall area, and not spcc:f ic to single-wall or double-
wall tanks. In this case, Representative Nelson said, the analysxs would suggest there
should be a move all the way to geolognc disposal. Mr.. Bailey said they had not con- .
cluded that; but have raised some ‘questions that suggest that; given the uncertainties, if a
more pessimistic analys;s was doné, that it appears any waste treatment outside the reposi-
tory will not work quite as well as the Draft EIS suggcsted it might. In that case, hc said,

: 1t is probably safer to put the wastcs into a repository.

Dr. Brewer added that it is not bemg saxd an cngmccrcd barrrcr cannot be made whxch
will effectively accomplish the purposes of protecting a site stabilized in-place, as the
DEIS leads one to bclxcvc. It is stated that Appendix M does not give the confidence and
backup. For this rcason he said. it is desirable to have the cngmeers on both sides sit

©-down with a documcnt that can ‘be reviewed by any othcr cngmccr as a pecer.

-1

Senator Guess asked' if consxdcratlon to the use of bcntomtc was ngcn. Dr Brewer sard

- they did not, and that raises another point.” Thcre are constant references in Appendix M

as to what field work has been done, mcludmg some of the best work done by Ray
Isaacson some ycars ago, but they absolutcly failed to mention- the work that has been
going on'in the USDOE laboratory in Los Alamos since 1981.: It was found that a 2% -
mixture of sodium bentonite toward the bottom of a barncr ‘appeared to enhance the per-
formance. He said he found this disconcerting as no mention of this was made even in
the literature list of Appendix M.

Scnator Guess thought the statc should bc spccxfxc about thxs omnssxon.‘ Dr Brcwcr saxd
in an arid climate, bentonite in small admlxturcs appcars to help the capillary barrier.
effect. It can’t be used like any other swcllmg clay that will be constantly saturated and
resaturated as it déssicates and cracks. Los Alamos is an ‘arid climate, he said, but in per-

" sonal observation of Korea hc saxd he saw no semi-arid- chmatcs Many of these ancient

tombs are in wet areas that are constantly saturated, and thcy use Kaolin he said, which

1s the cover. Rcfcrcncc to thc Korcan tombs, he added, is absolutcly out of line.

Dr. Brcwcr said hc would welcome any lctters or notes of a tcchmcal naturec for cons:dcr-

chrescntat:vc Nelson asked if in the review of thc bEIS thc focus was on the barricr

t

and the assumptions that relate to the performance of that barrier.. Mr.: Bailey said they
were directed to look at anythmg havmg to do with wastc disposal and handlmg asxdeJ
from biology, health effects, socioeconomics, and transportat:on -They looked at the
whole document as broadly as they could, and as they arrived in certain areas there "JA

" -. appeared to be topics much more 1mportant than others. It ‘was obvious, in.the first weck,

that the barrier was a very’ important issue. It was also one of the areas of 1nconsnstcncy
and dlsagrecment he said. USDOE has stated. there will be studies coming up, but they
havc proceeded to concludc that everything would probably come out just fine.
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Dr. Brewer referred to the statement by Battelle in “their’ corrcspondcnce that if thc con-
cept of the engineered barrier cannot be supported then that part of the DEIS is "

fann L B

A 2

chrescntatrvc Nelson said he had focused his review on the plutomum and transuranics
that remain and he thought some of the assumptions in the DEIS were somewhat shaky.
He said he noted any cnthue of ‘those assumptrons He questroned their esttmate of the
amount and their assumptrons about redrstrrbutmg these wastes,.as there were no refer-

“~ences to support these. ‘He said these questrons ‘and there may be others may be of lesser

importance than barriers, but they do cast doubt on the document. Dr. Brewer stated it is
a ccrtamty there will be other questrons after the comment penod has expired, and it was
encouraging to have these issues pomted out. Mr. Husseman said it appears that USDOE
will not come out with a‘final action plan, at’least for a large segment of the wastes now
storced there, when the Final EIS is issued ina year or more. The state has consistently
taken the'position that if further study is going to be done An the future the state would

~expect additional, similar opportumty for citizen and state comment Thcse questions

could then be asked at that time.

John Held of Energy, Inc stated he drd the detarlcd reference checks on Appcndrx A,
which spoke-to the waste characterxzatron. Basrcally, he said, therc is onc reference upon
which all the numbers cited in ‘Reference "A" arc based, and that is a: large document pre-
pared by Rockwell Hanford Operatrons ‘He sard ‘he checked the numbers and all the
tables between the two documents to see how they correlated.- He said he found what
appeared to be a couple of errors in transcrrbmg the ‘data from the Rockwell document
into the DEIS. Those have been pointed out in the consultant’s document,

Representative Nelson questioned the assumption that a glacial flood redistributing the
plutonium within the repository zone to a depth of four meters would cause minimum
cxposure. Mr. Held said they chose not to dig into that particular statement as-the other
effects of such a large flood of the Pasco Basin would outweigh the dangers associated
with plutonium being rednstrrbuted He said the whole area would be wiped out. Repre-
sentative Nelson said USDOE assumes a umform dxstrrbutron which would give.a neghgl-
ble dose to anyone resrdmg these, but concentratxon does sometimes occur wrth water -
movement, and there is no mention of that ‘He wondereéd if there were other assumptrons
that gloss over reality. Mr. Held said in that particular case, they made their own deci-
sion to gloss over it, as there was a good 250 pounds of reference material and some deci-
sions had to be made as to where ‘the time ‘allotted “would be spent.”

.On behalf of the Board and staff ‘Mr. Brshop'th’anked Mr. Baxley and hrs team for their

thorough efforts in doing a constructive job within the confines of the time span.
Mr. Bailey responded it was his goal to produce a report on trme be as thorough as possi-
ble ‘within the time constramts and have 1t readablc '

o el Lot
[N
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Mr. Bxshop rcportcd the Advxsory Council, at its meetmg July .17 in Vancouver, developed

- alist of: recommendations to the ‘Board after revrewrng the Defense Waste DEIS.

Dr. ‘Brewer reviewed the’ recommcndatrons listed below:

P

l. The Council strongly supports a thorough and prompt cleanup of Hanford -
- defense wastes, 'based on récovery and treatment, regardless of where thcrr
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ultimate dnsposal is to take place. Continuation of prcscnt waste managcmcnt
practlcc 1s unacccptable :

2. The Council reemphasizes its concern that the full NEPA process be f ollowcd
in all signifi xcant actxons and Records of Decision.:

3. We call attcntxon agam to the issue noted as Numbcr 6 in the tcchmcal xssucs
list of July 17, 1986: the Fmal EIS must, describe the impact of alternative:
mcans of defense wastc managcment on thc abnhty to monitor postclosure per-
f ormancc of dccp gcologlc rcposntory

4. The state’s commcnts on the DEIS should rcflcct the ob;ectxvc of maxxmum
protcctxon of the cnvxronmcnt health and safcty, 1rrcspcct1vc of costs.

5. In the future, thh respect to defense waste, USDOE should consxdcr gcolog:c
media other than thc shallow scdnmcntary deposits of the Hanford Reservation
for disposal. :

6. The Council notes with concern the serious problems created by USDOE in its
shifting and cxpcdlcnt definitions of hxgh -level, low-lcvcl and transuranic-
defénse wastes: In order to obtain an ‘accurate pxcture of the quantities and
hazards of Hanford defense wastes, a consistent and ratlonal set of definitions
must be part of the Final EIS, and there must be consistency with definitions

of h:gh “level, low-level, and trarisuranic wastes employed by other federal
agcncncs

Mr. Bishop said these recommendations will be incorporated into the state’s comments.

Comments eni r Attorné G nv ral

Charlcs B. Roe, Scmor Attorncy Gcncral prcscnted an cxght-pagc memorandum- to thc
" Chair, commcntmg on the Defense Waste DEIS. The document centers on legal issues
dealing with the concerns about’ the DEIS and some technical-legal issues. He touched
: bnefly on thc Icgal 1ssucs consnstmg of five main points: :

1. Preferred Alternative. None is stated in the DEIS.

2. Reasonable Alternatives. DEIS lacks the description of all reasonable altcrna-
txvcs rcquxrcd by 40 CFR Part 1502.14. : o

3. Compliance wngh ‘Federal and §1a;c Law. A liSting is set fdrth of the applica-
ble laws with which the DEIS must be in compliance.

4, Hazardous Wastes--Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The dis-
cussion of the applicability of RCRA to proposed activities is inadequate.

5.  Section 8. Nuclear Waste Policy Act. DEIS does not describe how the commin-

gling of defense waste and commercial wastes will apply to the alternatives
mentioned.

Note: A’ complete copy of the memorandum is available on rcqucst from the Nuclear
Waste' Management Office.
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- ‘Comments from the Public ™ L "./ S UL

Susan Hall of Hall & Associates, contractors who organized the public meetings around
the state, said a draft summary. -report of the comments had been distributed to the Board.
"They had been tape recorded, and a copy of the tape reeordmgs have been furnished
USDOE. The comments have been’ categorized into fifteen different sections, and the .
cssence of the comments will be listed with a name, if possible, both oral and written.
These will be separated according to reference to Defense Waste, BWIP .and Other. . Copics
of all written comments and the feedback forms received will be mcluded in: thc submnt-
tal to the Nuclear Waste Management Offtce R . ot

Representative Nelson thought the future production of military wastes should be
addressed. The DEIS makes the assumptron that waste will be cut off in 1995, or:that
there will be another 20,000 tons of uranium that. .would need to'be reprocessed after that,
which is added into the total amount of matenal He thought the state should ‘question
the basis'of that assumptron and request on what mrhtary programs they base.that
.assumption, including specific' weapons’ systems that would require 10,000 tons, and if
thcre were other weapons systems contemplated that could cxtend the production of waste
beyond that. He thought the citizens of, the state have a right to know-what the govern-
ment believes is important in terms of mrlrtary programs that requxrc the statc to accept
the responsrbrlrty of the wastes produced ' L .

Anothcr aspect Representative Nelson thought needs to be addrcssed xs the whole questron
of funding. He thought the state should start pressing for some guarantee.there will be
‘funding with a dedicated source. He added that the ability of the state to monitor and
indcpendently critique the ongoing activities, and the need to prove such clements as the
cngincered barriers are going to perform the way. USDOE claims they will also depend on
adcquate funding. He said there never has been a guarantee the Nuclear Waste :Board and
the Officc of Nuclear Waste Management wxll receive the fmancml support they necd to
follow this program :

Another issue that might be raised outside the response to the DEIS he sard is assxstance
to the citizens to enable them to understand the technical issues. He thought both the
state and the USDOE would agree there is a need to allow people to become more - :
involved in the technical issues. He proposed that a better way of providing information
be explored perhaps through forums with technical experts on bothiside of :an.identified
technical issue. He said he understood from the JUSDOE that people are operating undcr
a prescribed formula as'to how they must present the issues.- If true, he thought the state
had the responsnbxlrty to help to modrfy that Ain order todoa better jOb of gettmg the
issues before the people )

Nancy Rust said concerning the funding of the defense program, she was discouraged as
she perccived there was a doubt whether or-not there would be any money. ‘She belrevcd
that all of the costs of the productron ‘of defense materials should be included in the -
product, and’ that would include the cost, of. dlsposal This would eliminate a’ separate
appropriation by making disposal ‘a part of the total. B

Resolutlgn 86 4 o

Ray Lasmams moved fo reconsider Resolutron 86-4 The motxon was scconded and passed.
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Mr. Lasmanis said Council members had refined the language of the resolution and added
additional language to reference the funding for physical activities, such as shaft dnllmg,
undcrground drlftmg, etc. He movcd that Rcsolutxon 86 4, as amended, be adopted. |

Nancy Kirner offercd an amcndment which was mOdlfICd addmg words in Congrcss in
the first WHEREAS It was movcd and sccondcd this wordmg be accepted. Motion car-
ncd

. Nancy mecr offered a sccond amendment to include addcd wordmg in the sccond ‘
RESOLVE, "with fully funded participation by first round repository states", and elimi-
nate the words "viability of". Ms. Kirner moved the amendment be acccptcd The motion
was seconded.

David Stevens, rcprcscntmg thc Yakima Indian Nation, suggcstcd on thxs motion it mxght
- .be advisable to add "affected Indian tribes" as a standard pract:cc He also said reference
to the NWPA might solve the fundmg question, as there is a’ provxsxon in the Act about
the close-out funding, so there may be a re51dual ability to use the Act rather than trymg
to rcfmc the languagc ’

Mr. F:lby thought this wordmg unncccssary as Mr. Husscman had stated as long as actw;-
ties are going on that affect thé'state of Washington, funding i is provided under the |
Nuclear Waste Policy Act. Mr. Watson said, although this is correct he saw no harm in
cmphasizing thc statc’s position.

Mr. Bishop called for a votc on the amcndmcnt The motion carried and the amendment
was adopted. :

Nancy Kirner movcd to accept the suggcstcd language to include the affected Indian
tribes. Motion seconded and camcd

Mr. Bishop called for a vote on the adoption of Resolution 86-4, as amended. Motion car-
ricd. (Copy attachcd)

Snecnal Meetlng of the Bo ard -

Mr. Husscman saxd bccausc state comments must be delivered to USDOE on August 9 it
was suggested a special meeting of the Board and Council be held on August 5 to consider
“the final package of:comments. At this meeting the comments would either be amended
or approved. The finalidocument will include the policy issues raised, the Iegal issues,

additional technical issues not raised in the contractor’s report, and the citizens’ com-
ments.

Mr Husseman rcf crrcd the mcmbcrs to the Orcgon posmon paper on the Dcf ense Wastc
DEIS before the Board. Also distributed was a draft of the comments of the Northwest

Citizens Forum, the Governor’s testimony, and the Chznr s testimony given at the formal
hearings.

The Citizens’ Forum will meet on' August 5 in Seattle to do their final report. A copy of

the contractor’s preliminary report was sent to all members of that Forum. Mr. Husseman
said any additional comments to be considered should be transmitted to Dr. Brewer.
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~The Board was advised the" Natronal Conference of State Legrslatures would bc mcetmg in
New: Orleans from August 4 through August 7 and some Board members would be attend-
ing those mectings.

Mr. Bishop said, with the time ‘constraints on filing the eornrnents, a joint meeting of the
Board and Council would be held at 1:30 p.m. on August 5 in the EFSEC Hearings Room.

'Other Cgmment e VJ"‘Q Co
Nancy Kirner: mqu:red if the Board had taken a posmon of some generrc issues rclated to
the DEIS, such as an endorsement to procecd with the glassification and grouting facili-
tics. Mr. ‘Husseman said other than approvrng ‘the prelrmmary draft of the comments, the
Board-had ‘taken ‘no posmons on specrfrc 1tems To date, review of -comments is all that
“has been done. Mr. Bishop said he hoped the Dcfcnsc Waste Committee would addrcss the
’ rssue mentroned and he suggested that they do 0 before the next meetmg

Oregon Repg 1_ I e PR o .

. Mary Lou ‘Blazek, Hanford Program Coordmator of the Oregon Department of Encrgy,
reported the meeting of the Hanford Advisory Committee with the Nuclear Waste
Advisory Council of Washington was a good meeting, with very good-attendance from
both groups. She thought it was effective. and helpful for those groups to meet: together
and once more strive for a strong, regronal approach to Hanford issues.

On'June 3, Governor Atryeh of Oregon announced hrs intention to take legal actron on
USDOE's decision to recommend Hanford for characterization. On June 27, the 'state of
Oregon filed the first of two legal challenges to the Hanford selection. . The Attorney
Genceral will seek judicial review of the Gurdelrnes In addition,:the manner in which

" USDOE re-ranked Hanford from the last among five to one.of the final three sites: wrll be
‘challenged. The Oregon Attorney General’s’ Offrce will continue to work with the:~
Washington attorneys on the litigation issues.

Governor: Atryeh met with Bcn Rusche m Washmgton D.C.-on June 17 at whxch time the
Governor requested direct USDOE fundmg for Orcgon ‘Mr. ‘Rusche assured the.Governor
-that an agreement on funding will be reached by mrd August Congressman Wyden initi-
ated a letter to Ben Rusche, mdrcatrng support “for Oregon s direct funding request.”-The

letter was signed by all Oregon members of the House of Representatives and has been
provided as a handout.

VWith regard to Congressional activities, Ms. Blazek said HR 5148, a new piece of legisla-

tion, has been introduced and sponsored, by Representative Weaver and AuCoin, to be -

- called the Nuclear Waste Polrcy Act ‘Amendment of. 1986. The bill would provide Orcgon
- with the same rights'as Washmgton for site selectlon review and the approval process: It
would nullrfy the President’s May 28 ‘decision and requirc a new recommendation by
January, 1987. The Rock Drvcrsrty Gurdelme in'the NWPA would be deleted, and:if a°

:second ‘repository ‘is not deemed necessary by, January 1,-1987, USDOE’s recommendation
of three sites would be'delayed two years and USDOE would choose from at lcast seven
sites, including two crystalline sties. This legislation would also requirc USDOE to pre-
parc an EIS prior to site characterization. The bill will be held in the House Interior
Committee, chaired by Congressman Udall.
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Three amendments to the Energy Appropriations bill will soon be initiated. Mr.; Weaver’s
amendment will deny funding for the N-Reactor. Mr. Morrison will request that more
. funds be diverted to the second repository, and that the MRS be refunded.

The Environmental Compliance bill, which would place EPA as the oversight agency for
"USDOE activities, is pending.

The investigation of the 40-year document review information is continuing also at the
Congressional level. The investigating committee has received a response from USDOE on
the written questions they submitted, and Congressman Wyden’s staff indicated all the
qucstxons asked had not bccn answcrcd satxsfactorxly The review will continue,

The Oregon pos:txon on the Defense Waste DEIS was handed out carhcr and thc public
hearing was held on July 10. Approxlmatcly 100 people testified, with about 1,000 mem-
bers of the public attending the hearing. Lynn Frank, Director of the Orcgon Department
of Energy, presented testimony for Governor Atiyeh on behalf of the state. Congressmen
Packwood, Wyden, Weaver and AuCoin also testified. Senator Joyce Cohen presented tes-
timony on behalf of the Oregon Legislature supporting the Oregon position. The Lcague
of Women Voters also testified in support of the Oregon position. Ms. Blazek said she
understood Oregon and Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility have a substan-

tlally similar posmon whnch should help to provide another strong, regional approach to
the issue. )

Ms. Blazek paraphrased the remarks made by Lynn Frank at the July 10 hearing. Copy
of his testimony is availablc upon’ rcquést from Ms. Blazek.

Concerning the rcsolutxon discussed at the joint meeting in Vancouver and by the Board
today, Ms. Blazek said the Oregon Advisory Committee did support the intent of the -
resolution yesterday. Because of the changes made, she said they clcctcd to dclete their
written,. printed support on the resolution. With dll‘CCthﬂ from the Board, she said,:she
would be pleased to dlrcct the Committee report to the Governor and-indicate. the Board
would like his support Mr. Bishop urged Ms. Blazek to take what steps were ncccssary
to have Oregon join in the-adoption of the resolution.

Ms. Blazek said a response has been received from USDOE and NRC regarding the. Jomt
letter signed by Governors Gardner and Atiyeh requesting more mcctmgs to be held in
Richland. She interpreted them to indicate they agreed Ben Rusche would write another
letter. NRC stated they had sixteen meetings in 1982, only five of which were held in
Washington, D.C. This may need to be pursued further.

Richland SDOE

Jxm Mecca of USDOE Rxchland said they had no commcnts Representative Nclson asked
if USDOE had a response to his question’ concerning the fundmg of - the Hanford Histori-
-.cal Documents Review Committee. USDOE had indicated they would not support any
more than the first phase of that study. Mr. Mecca replied he had discussed this with.
Mike Lawrence, but he did not know the reason for their position to fund only the first
phasc He suggested pursuing this with Mr. Lawrence at their proposed meeting.
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Recommendation of Advisory Council - DEI (continucd)" '

Mr. Watson moved that the Board accept thc rccommendatxons of the Advxsory Council
and ‘incorporate them-into the’ state’s comments. ' There was a second and the’ motlon ‘was
cqrncd

Low-Level Waste

Report postponed to a future meeting.

chort postponed

Litigation Status e

Charlie Roe stated a prehmmary mJunctlon would be filed on Monday. relating to alleged
document destruction.: A’ rcsponse from the Justice Departmcnt has been received and
there w1ll ‘be an affxdavxt provxdcd to hxs offxcc dcalmg thh ‘their posmon on the sub-
JCCt
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‘In thc lmgatxon surroundmg thé' May 28 decision, Mr. Roe sand ‘there arc now sxx statcs
and twenty-one utilities which have moved to intervene in the second-round repository
issue. The states include Wrsconsm Minnesota, New Hampshxrc Mame North Carolina,
and Virginia. The utilities’are all in'the East.

On the Siting Guidelines litigation, Mr. Roe said, as Mary Lou Blazeck had reported,
Oregon had initiated litigation on this issue. They have moved to intervene, and earlicr

this weck a document was entered by the 9th Circuit, granting their intervention,

I s
M .

Mr. Roe said there will be two House mark-up hearings and one Senate mark-up in the
ncxt two weeks. He said the proposal the Board supported, which is embodied in the
Swift-Morrison bill, will be brought to the floor after processing in the House Encrgy and
Commerce Committee. In the Scnate, he sald it docs not appear there wrll ‘be an carly
resolution to the deadlock between ‘the Senate Environment Committeé-and its Chair,
Scnator Stafford on the Sxmpsorx-McClurc bnll It has bccn rcportcd out of the Scnatc
Committee may report out Senator Stafford’s bill, if there are enough votes. Should that

happen, he said, there would be two entirely different Price-Anderson bills coming out of
the committee.

Other

Mr. Bishop referred to three memoranda from the Attorney General’'s Office contained in

the members notebooks. All refer to personal services contracts, and he asked the Board
to rcview these memos. '
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Committee Reports

Environmental Monitoring. A written report from the Committee was furnished the
Board. Nancy Kirner agrecd to defer discussion on their ongoing activities to a later
meeting.

Socioeconomic. A written report from this Committee was also handed the Board
with agreement discussion be postponed.

Washington State Institute for Public Policy

Max Power of the Institute reported the Institute has continued with their project to have
some initial work done by two teams of economic consultants in the state to determine
how to define economic risk and potential loss. There should be reports available by the
end of this month, with a meeting with some of the Legislative members next month to
discuss the reports. He said by Septecmber there should be a report from the Institute with
some approaches that advance the state-of-the-art and provide a basis for discussion with
the U.S. Department of Energy.

Mr. Power said a report had Just'bccn received from the printer entitled "Spent Fuel From
Foreign Research Reactors”, ‘prepared by W.W. ‘McIntosh, their Legislative Fellow. He
said it basically points out the cycle of export and import that exists for this fuel and thc
long-run trends in reducing the proportion of highly-enriched uranium in order to deal
with the nonprolecratxon problem. It makes a few brief points about transportation as
well.

These reports are available upon request from the Institute.

Other

Nancy Kirner advised the Chernobyl Report prepared by the Department of Social and -/
Health Services will be distributed to all those who requested it, as well as the Advisory
Council and the Board, as soon as it is approved and released by the Governor’s Office.

Public Comment

Representative Unsocld expressed her sincere apprccmtnon for the fine job done by thc
Chair and staff, partxcularly during the past week.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourricd.
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DSHS CLARIFICATION OF PARAGRAPH 8, PAGE 15 TO
THE MINUTES-OF THE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD MEETING
of June 20, 1986

Dr. Brewer asked if it were fair to say that if there had been no news
reports of Chernobyl, nothing DSHS operates would have picked up these
increased levels. Mr. Erickson said that the state's monitoring program
would have measured the increased levels, but without the advanced warning
might have taken several days to initially determine rather than the
several hours it took. Dr. Brewer inquired if there were any other
national system, or a state or laboratory, that would have picked them

up without the news report. Mr. Erickson responded that many agencies
including the EPA and DOE have monitoring programs that would have picked
it up in their routine sampling in a manner of days. They would also have
seen it in the milk pathway; however, some of these are collected on 2
monthly or quarterly basis. He said there was a great deal of communica-
tion between the state of Oregon, DSHS, Battelle, the NRC, and the
utilities. ‘
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WASHINGTON STATE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD
RESOLUTION 86-4
July 18, 1986

WHEREAS, on May 28, 1986, Secretary of Energy Herrington and President Reagan
approved Hanford for site characterization and announced that the Department had post-
poned indefinitely site specific work on a2 second repository; and

WHEREAS, in deciding to postpone site specific activities related to the second round
repository process, USDOE acted in direct violation of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
(NWPA); and

WHEREAS, very recently further doubt has arisen in Congress as to the credibility of the
USDOE'’s Implementation of the NWPA by allegations that USDOE has improperly han-

dled documents related to its first round site selection process; and

WHEREAS, the House Appropriations Committee has deleted funding for site specific
activities for the second repository program while fully funding the first repository
program; and

WHEREAS, such action by the House Appropriations Committee supports the USDOE

decision to postpone work on the second round repository; and

WHEREAS, it is the position of the Nuclear Waste Board that the repository site selection
process must be halted and restructured as follows: '

1. Establish a significant role in the decision-making process for independent sci-

entific and technical groups;

2. Combine the first and second rounds and conduct a nationwide search for the
safest repository(s);

3. Eliminate statutory deadlines which virtually all interested parties agree can-
not be met;



NOVW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Washihgton State Nuclear Waste Board:.

1. The Board urges Congress to begin immediately a thorough evaluation of
USDOE’s management of the high-level nuclear waste management program;

2. The Board urges Congrc;ss to withhold funding for all first and second round
site specific physical activities, thereby bringing that phase of the federal
repository program to a halt until Congress, with fully funded participation by
affected states and Indian Tribes, has completed a review of the federal pro-

gram as it now exists;

3. The Board directs the Chair to transmit this resolution to all members of

Congress.

% /.
Approved at Olympia this ~— day of l(/% , 1986,

WARREN A. BISHOP, CHAIR
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