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. STATEMENT OVERVIEW

* ~.. ..

INTRODUCTION

The Washington State Nuclear Waste Board has coordinated an extensive review of the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level,

Transuranic and Tank Wastes. Reviews were conducted by Board committees, the Nuclear

Waste Advisory Council, state agencies and citizens.- The Board and Council sponsored a

series of public meetings to receive comments on the Defense Waste DEIS. Over 800 citizens

attended and more than 200 offered comments. !'

This Statement Overview is based, in part,'on detailed comments which follow. Appendix A

contains the individual'comments of stat6'agencies. Appendix B contains local government

comments. Appendix C contains statements made'during USDOE hearings by Governor

Gardner, Warren A. Bishop, 'Chair of the Nuclear Waste Board, Andrea Beatty Riniker,

Director, Department of Ecology, and Representative Dick Nelson. Appendix D contains the

compiled results of the five public meetings conducted by the Board and Council in Yakima,

Kennewick, Spokane, Vancouver and Seattle. Appendix E contains the technical review

comments prepared by URS Corporation, a consultant to the Board. This overview and the

appendices comprise the Board's respozise 'to the adequacy of the Defense Waste DEIS.

The Board recognizes the inherent complexity associated with cleanup of a 40-year accumu-

lation of defense wastes. This document presents our current findings. BWe expect to con-

tinue working with USDOE to clarify and resolve issues.

This overview highlights the major policy, technical, legal, regulatory and transportation

issues raised during the review period. In addition, it contains a proposal for issue resolu-

tion while the Final EIS is being prepared. - .-

The major areas ofconcern identified include the following issues which must be addressed

-in the Final EIS- '''''

- The scope of the DEIS is too narrow because it does not address the full range of

radioactive and chemical components of wastes.
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- The document contains overly optimistic performance assessments for engineered

soil barriers.

- The USDOE vitrification plant alternative does not commit to a facility designed

and sized to handle all tank wastes in a timely, efficient manner.

USDOE plans for disposal of non-high level wastes (grout) do not include provi-

sions for obtaining federal/state hazardous waste permits.

The document uses bounding assumptions to.cover a range of impacts or assump-

tions rather then specifically identifying impacts of 'the' proposal as required by

the National Environmental Policy Act.

Delayed Records of Decision arc a concern because USDOE has not committed to

preparing supplemental EIS's which include opportunities for citizen comment.

If Hanford remains a repository candidate, USDOE must have a monitoring pro-

gram in place which can determine if the source of environmental contamination

is from a repository or from defense wastes.

The document does not acknowledge USDOE's responsibility to comply with

appropriate federal and state laws.

- The USDOE decision to delay work on a second.repository increases pressure

within USDOE to stabilize the singie-sheil tank wastes in place, and raises the

concern that.deep geologic disposal is not considered as a serious alternative for

all tank wastes.

- The document fails to address the possessory and usage rights and cultural

heritage of native people.

The overall goal of the state of Washingtod is to ensure the timely cleariup, to the degree

possible, of the 40- year accumulation of Hanford wastes while ensuring future waste is

treated and disposed as generated. In the Finai EIS, USDOE goals should be clearly identi-

fied. If a USDOE goal differs from the state of Washington goal, the rationale for such

difference should be clearly explained.
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Thc state of Washington and USDOE sharc a common desire for timely cleanup, to the

degree possible, of the Hanford defense wastes. IThe DEIS is a first, critical step in a process

which will span decades and cost billions of dollars. Issues raised in the DEIS and in the

comments to the DEIS -affect all scgmnentls Of the Pacific Northwest community.

Washington State legislation gives the Nuclear Waste Board the responsibility for developing

state policies relating to the management of radioactive wastes, carrying out review of activ-

ities which enable the state to effectively evaluate federal actions, monitoring activities

related to disposal of high-level waste, and serving as a spokesman on behalf of Washington

State citizens. The powers assigned to the Board make it the logical body to take 'a leader-

ship role in developing a regional consensus on funding priorities and cleanup. The

Advisory Council provides advice, counisel and recommendations to the Board and continues

to work closely with'Board members in the'development of state policy.

The Nuclear Waste Board, with adequate technical and financial support from USDOE, is

willing to begin immediately to develop a procedure for resolving issues. Pacific-Northwest

governmental, technical, and interest groups would be invited to periodic public meetings to

air issues and discuss proposed solutions. The goal would be to develop, to the degree possi-

ble, a consensus on cleanup priorities and funding.

Whenever USDOE commits to a defense program or project which would generate wastes,

there should be an dedicated setaside of -monies for treatment and disposal of such wastes.

The Nuclear Waste Board and Council will work with the Governor and Congressional dele-

gation to'implement this approach. - '

POLICY ISSUES

ScoDe of the DEIS. The scope of the DEIS:is too narrow. Low-level radioactive

waste, contaminated soils, hazardous chemicals, organic complexing agents and solvents arc

all part of the wastes produced and must be addressed within the scope of the Final EIS.

The final document must include a complete, listing by individual site of types and amounts

of radioactive isotopes and hazardous chemicals, along with a description of the impacts

associated with their presence.
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NEPA Comnliance. USDOE must identify impacts of ethe" proposal as required by

the National Environmental Policy Act. The use of 'bounding assumptions" to cover a range

of impacts or alternatives is not acceptable. We are also concerned about the use of delayed

Records of Decision. We recognize that some alternatives will require additional research.

When research is complete, and USDOE is ready to recommend action, USDOE must, as a

minimum, prepare a supplemental EIS and give the public an opportunity to comment.

The DEIS does not satisfy the requirement that an EIS discuss reasonable alternatives. A

discussion in general terms of a range of options, as contained in the DEIS, is insufficient.

Further, the alternatives that have been discussed have not been sufficiently described in

terms of their application to specific sites. In addition, the DEIS does not set forth even a

preferred alternative. This conflicts with the intent of CEQ guidelines that, if a preferred

alternative existed when the Draft EIS was issued, the CEQ guidelines require that it be

identified.

Timine and Priorities for Cleanup. USDOE should expedite relevant research and

procedure development which leads to the timely clean up of those wastes posing the greatest

risk to human health and safety. The single shell tank wastes, the pre-1970 buried "suspect"

TRU-chemical-contaminated solid wastes, and the transuranic and chemically contaminated

soil sites fall into this category. Characterization of the wastes and sites should be a very

high priority. USDOE should provide a time schedule for the completion of major portions

of this characterization process and indicate when results will become available.

Certain facilities are common to several categories of waste and therefore early design work

is appropriate. The vitrification plant would meet this criterion if the facility is designed

with sufficient capacity to handle processed single-shell tank wastes. Studies should con-

tinue on the grout concept with special emphasis on demonstration of the structural integrity

and resistance to leaching of the waste forms. USDOE should keep the Board fully apprised

of. progress and problems associated with Savannah River activities, as they relate to waste

form technology development. Assuming that the geologic disposal alternative is chosen as

the preferred option for disposal, what type of vitrification facility would be built, and

what are the estimates for facility completion? The Board will not support proceeding with

waste form technologies involving vitrification or grout until USDOE research clearly

demonstrates the ability of the waste forms to meet existing criteria.
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Criteria for Cleanun. On April 18, 1986, the Nuclear Waste Board passed Resolu-

tion 86-2, which established criteria for review of the Defense Waste DEIS. Each alterna-

tive and recommended action should: - -

'- minimize environmental and health effects;

- be consistent with appropriate federal and state laws and regulations, including

among others the Nationai Environmental Policy Act, the Atomic Energy Act, the

Nuclear Waste Policy Act, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act, the

Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act, 10 CFR 960 and 40 CFR 191;

- use state-of:the-art technologies'which have been proven safe;

- minimize future releases to the environment from ongoing and future nuclear

defense activities; and

- USDOE should consider economics, but economics must not drive decisions.

A copy of the resolution is attached to the Statement Overview.

Relationship to Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA). The state of Washington position

is that the defense wastes on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation affect pre-closure activities

and performance if a repository is proposed for the Hanford site, and will affect post-clo-

sure activities and performance wherever a repository is located. Site characterization activ-

itics will be affected by the location and concentrations of defense wastes, and site charac-

terization activities at Hanford may disperse wastes now in Hanford soils and groundwater.

Implications of Second Round Postnonemtent. On May 28, Secretary of Energy

Hcrrington recommended, and President Reagan approved, three western sites for characteri-

zation for the first high-level nuclear waste repository and announced that all site specific

work on the second repository would be indefinitely postponed. From all indications the

decision to postpone work indefinitely was' based, in part, on USDOE data which assumed

single-shell wastes would not go to a repository. If the decision was influenced by such an

assumption, there will surely be added pressure on USDOE to stabilize the single-shell tanks

-in-pla6e. This assumption also raises questions as to whether USDOE considers geologic dis-
's a s1r - ; - -wast-s.posal as a' serious alternative for single-shell wastes.
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Future Land Use. The DEIS describes a system to mark the boundary of what

USDOE describes as 'actual disposal sites", which encloses 32 square miles. The Board qucs-

tions if all the 32 square miles area must be off limits forever. To be consistent with the

state of Washington cleanup goal, only that land now irretrievably contaminated by danger-

ous materials should be written off. USDOE must conduct a separate public process to allow

full citizen participation in the process of making any decision concerning the selection of

any land for condemnation.

Indian Treaty Rights. A major issue not addressed in the EIS concerns rights of the

Indians, and in particular, the Yakima Indian Nation. The Hanford site is included in the

ceded lands agreed to in an 1855 treaty. Permanent disposal directly impacts Yakima Nation

rights. It is imperative that the possessory and usage rights and the cultural heritage of

native peoples be addressed and include all affected tribes.

Future Plutonium Production and Military Waste Generation. The DEIS assumes that

the N Reactor and PUREX will be operated until 1995, producing tank wastes from this and

other USDOE sources corresponding to the processing of 12,000 tons of N Reactor fuel.

The DEIS takes into account the processing of an additional 20,000 tons of irradiated

uranium beyond 1995 "in response to national defense or research and development needs".

The DEIS should consider the impacts of the possible range of defense waste generation,

including consideration of the potential for use of either the current plutonium stockpile or

recycled plutonium from obsolete warheads. This must be addressed because the total vol-

ume of defense and commercial waste will determine the need for a second geologic reposi-

tory.

Cleanup Fundin2. The Hanford cleanup twill require large financial expenditures over

several decades. A mechanism must be established to provide full funding for management

of defense radioactive, chemical, and mixed wastes on the Hanford Reservation. The future

basis for cleanup should be a setaside of monies in the Department of Energy budget for

defense related activities. Whenever USDOE commits to a defense program or project which

would result in the generation of such wastes, a percentage of the cost would be placed into

a fund dedicated to treatment and disposal activities. The Nuclear Waste Board and Council

will work with the Governor and Congressional delegation to develop this approach to

funding.
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TECHNICAL ISSUES

-In-Place Stabilization of Sinele-Shefi Tank Wastes. It is apparent that more emphasis

-is placed on protection of the single-shell'tanks'than on their contents. This is in sharp con-

- trast with the premise of the multiple barrier concept of the NWPA'that 'while'containe's

should be as good as possible, the geologic surroundings provide the basic isolation and con-

tainer integrity must be assumed compromised or lost after some conservative period. It is

not explained in the DEIS why low-solubility HLW requiring deep burial in a favorable host

rock is somehow different from highly-soluble HLW in single-shell tanks within 100 ft or

less of the surface. Nor is there adequate documentation of the ability of the "grout" to

immobilize radionuclides, or to provide structural stability to protect against cover subsi-

dence into near geologic time. These issues should be addressed in the Final EIS.

Eneineered Bariier Performance. The Board's contractor performed a thorough check

of the technical references in Appen'dix-wM' and found more than 20 cases where the refer-

ence either did not support the conclusion drawn or was misapplied. In all examples the

effect was to make the engineered barrier appear more effective or more highly developed

than the reference says, or to drop qualifiers in the text. Also we are very concerned that

Appendix "M" does not consider the extensive, multi-year design and field testing program of

USDOE's Los Alamos National Laboratory, which we feel presents a more accurate and con-

servative picture of state-of-the-art in engineered barrier development.. Data developed in

Appendix "M' have been applied to calculations of barrier performance in other appendices,

with the result that apparent errors are compounded and the estimates of ability to meet

EPA release standards are seriously in question. Engineered barriers are central to the

stabilization in place concept, so that a thorough revision, review and evaluation is required

before a-Final EIS is issued. ; ^ .. ,, ;. ', . .

Recovery of Sinele-Shell Tank Wastes. Beginning with a statement that no additional
. d . : .. .. . ' l .!; | .L i:. , ' . .X$'

water can be introduced in the tanks to assist recovery, a complex, expensive, hazardous and

inefficient mechanical design is presented. We believe that on a systems basis it is immate-

rial if small amounts of water are employed, as long as no significant leak potential is

created. We will provide information regarding a recovery option based on commercially

available equipment for USDOE consideration. The Final EIS should include a thorough

analysis of other recovery options. Realizing that surface treatment, not recovery, is the

major cost in implementing geologic disposal, we propose to work with USDOE to develop an
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alternative flowsheet based on proven technology or new technology as developed. The c6sts

and risks of this can be compared to the stabilization in place alternative and a new assess-

ment made of the preferred course of action. As written, the DEIS leads readers to the con-

clusion that the recovery of single-shell tank wastes for geologic disposal of their HLW frac-

tions is not a reasonable option.

Future Climates'and Precinitation. The assumed maximum annual precipitation

(Appendix "M") is 30.1 cm, with two cases covering maxima in the spring and fall. This fig-

ure has been approached within recent years, and much wider swings are observed in tree-

ring data going back several hundred years. Established scientific methods backcast for a

million years, and they forecast times within the 10,000 year period when climates will be

warmer and wetter, then cooler and highly variable due to the onset of a glacial period. The

effect of prolonged heavy storms, documented in the Los Alamos reports, is not modeled, yet

it will probably dominate barrier performance. The Final EIS should reexamine this issue,

using a more informed estimate of precipitation events.

Post-closure Monitoring of a Deen Geologic Renository. While some residual contami-

nation after abandonment of the Hanford site is inevitable, the overall waste management

scheme must consider the monitoring problem as long as Hanford remains a repository can-

didate. Alternatives for disposal should be evaluated for impacts on the monitoring capabil-

ity after closure. To accomplish this there should be an overall description of the monitor-

ing capabilities in an appendix of the Final EIS. The description should locate all contami-

nated areas, including LLW sites and areas accidentally contaminated.

Waste Acceptance Criteria. Under the NWPA, USDOE is responsible for accepting

defense high-level waste, but acceptance criteria are ndt as yet specified. Waste form pro-

duction will probably be initiated prior to selection of the first repository site and submis-

sion of the license application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). A signifi-

cant portion of the defense high-level waste will be committed to permanent waste forms

before the first repository is licensed. Although it is USDOE's intent to design defense

waste forms that perform satisfactorily at any of the sites under consideration, the following

activities should be completed before the waste form production process is finalized:
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1. Establish a Quality Assurance Program

2. 'Allocate performance (specify the design objectives of the waste package and its

component parts).

3. Select a design reliability target for the waste package and its component parts.

- 4. Specify a method for assessing the performance of the waste package and its

component parts.

'5. Identify the data base required to support the performance assessment.

6. Identify a plan and schedule for acquiring additional data that may be needed.

The completion' of the above activities and'early interaction with the state and NRC will

reduce the risk that'the proposed waste forms will be found unacceptable.

COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL AND STATE LAW

Requirements for compliance with federal and state laws are often imprecisely stated and

sometimes misstated in the DEIS. In relation to the general disposal program discussed in

the DEIS and the various radioactive and non-radioactive wastes involved, USDOE must

commit to compliance with the following federal and state laws:

Air Pollution Control Laws. The Clean Air Act requires federal departments and

agencies to comply with ...all federal, state interstate and local requirements. respecting the

control and abatement of air pollution in the same manner, and to the same extent as any non-

gorernmental entily."

USDOE falls within the scope of this-"federal facilities' mandate. Further, it is clear from

legislative history of the 1977 amendments to the federal Act that radioactive pollutants,

including source materials, special nu'cear mi aterials and byproduct materials subject to reg-

ulation by USDOE under the Atomic'Energy Act, are also covered. In this light, USDOE's

proposed activities must comply with all'pertinent substantive and procedural requirements

of fedcral and state law. '

Water Pollution Control Laws. 'The Federal Water Pollution Control Act'contains a

1977 amended "federal facilities" provision'that is almost identical to the one contained in
. . . . .
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the Clean Air Act. Thus it would appear that this Federal Water Pollution Control Act pro-

vision would have the same broad range of coverage as the Clean Air Act provision even

though the legislative history is not explicit on the point.

A better view, which should apply at the very minimum to chemical wastes, is that USDOE

should comply with all water pollution control requirements, procedural and substantive, of

federal and state law. For example, while the Federal Water Pollution Control Act's

(FWPCA) regulatory features do not apply to groundwater, the state's water pollution control

laws do. Therefore, USDOE is subject to the state's groundwater protection program of pol-

lution prevention requirements and waste discharge permits. As to surface water, both fed-

eral and state requirements apply. Of particular note is the FWPCA's provision which states:

'Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter it shall be unlawful to discharge any radio-

logical...or high-level radioactive waste into navigable waters."

Hazardous Waste Control Laws. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

(RCRA) establishes a national program of federal-state administered hazardous waste

management. This program incorporates a policy to minimize the generation of hazardous

wastes and establishes requirements for the 'cradle to grave" treatment, storage and disposal

of such wastes. RCRA, like the FWPCA and the Clean Air Act, requires all federal agencies

and facilities to comply with the provisions of federal and state law regarding hazardous

wastes. The Act does, however, exempt certain radioactive materials (i.e. 'source, special

nuclear, and byproduct materials") which are under the exclusive authority of the Atomic K>

Energy Act.

This does not mean that all wastes proposed for disposal in the DEIS are immune froni fed-

eral and state hazardous waste laws. USEPA very recently published notice that at a mini-

mum, "mixed wastes" containing both radioactive components (those which of themselves arc

immune from the standards of RCRA) and hazardous components, are subject to RCRA as

regards their hazardous components. While the impact of the EPA action on activities at

Hanford is not completely resolved, it is clear that RCRA applies to significant portions of

the defense waste materials covered by the DEIS.

Safe Drinking Water Act. The federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) grants the

Administrator of the EPA the authority to establish primary and secondary drinking water

standards. The Administrator is required to set maximum contaminant levels for substances
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which miay-have an adverse effect on human health. Standards have been established for

inorganic'and organic chemicals, gross alpha particle activity, beta and gamma radioactivity,

radium-226 and radium-228, among other contaminants. The states may be delegated pri-

mary enforcement authority for the SDWA regulations and further may implement standards

which are stricter than those promulgated by EPA. As with the federal water, air pollution

and hazardous waste laws, federal agencies must comply with all federal and state require-

ments to ensure that their activities do-not impact on the quality of 'any federally owned or

maintained'public water system", or any other public water supply. USDOE must ensure that

disposal activities at Hanford-do not result in'the violation of' SDWA standards for water

supply on the Hanford Reservation, or for those public supplies which draw water from the

Columbia River.

AtomilcEnerey Act. Activities of USDOE 'undertaken in the disposal of various

wastes at Hanford are subject either directly'or indirectly to the requirements established

pursuant to the AEA as amended.' Among these requirements are those contained in:'

(a) 10 CFR Part 20, "Standards for Protection Against Radiation", which includes

sections dealing with permissible radiation doses for occupational exposure, and

general guidelines for disposal of wastes.

(b) 10 CFR Part 60 sets forth the specific guidelines for disposal of high-level

radioactive wastes in geologic repositories.'

(c) 10 CFR Part 71 establishes transportation package requirements for highway

route controlled quantities.

(d) 10 CFR Part 960 contains the guidelines for the recommendation of sites for

-,nuclear waste repositories. t A .

(e) 40 CFR Part 190 sets:environmental radiation protection standards for nuclear

fuel cycle operations, including reprocessing of spent uranium fuel.

(f) 40 CFR Part .191 establishes "EPA Radiation Protection Standards for Managing

and Disposing of Spent Nuclear Fucl, High-Level and Transuranic Radioactive

Wastes". -This regulation sets criteria for emissions from repositories and other

storage or disposal operations. - ; i
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Water Right Laws. In order to carry out a long-term defense waste disposal program,

substantial amounts of water will be needed. USDOE has no rights to withdraw surface or

groundwaters established under federal or state law for creation and operation of a waste

disposal program at this time because (I) no water rights were established with the creation

of the Hanford Reservation under the federal "reserved rights' doctrine for a geologic waste

disposal purpose and (2) no rights for such a purpose have been established under the permit

system of state law. Assuming USDOE follows the longstanding federal "deference" policy

of looking to state water rights laws to obtain needed new water rights, USDOE will be

required to comply with the state of Washington "permit system" in order to establish needed

water rights.

Nuclear Waste Policy Act. The NWPA definition of high-level waste clearly includes

all tank wastes. By Section 8 of the NWPA, the Secretary of Energy is directed to proceed

promptly with arrangements for the disposal of high-level defense wastes in a geologic repos-

itory to be developed under Subtitle A of Title I of NWPA, if the President determines that

defense wastes should be 'commingled" in such a repository. The President has made a deci-

sion to commingle. The DEIS should address the approach USDOE will follow in complying

with Section 8.

Hazardous Waste CleanuD. The federal Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) imposes liabilities on persons and entities,

including agencies of the government, that are responsible for releases of various dangerous

substances to the environment. While no state or federal permits are required by CERCLA,

the Act does provide substantial powers to both state and federal government to protect

natural resources of a state. In this light, USDE should address the environmental protec-

tion and pollution control impacts of CERCLA on the proposed activities of USDOE. The

Final EIS should identify specific disposal sites that would come under the purview of this

Act.

The Final EIS should acknowledge USDOE's responsibility for complying with all the identi-

fied laws. If USDOE feels that any of these laws do not apply there should be an explana-

tion on its justification for that position. For the detailed legal citations, see the Attorney

General's comments in Appendix A-3.
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TRANSPORTATION'

Transportation risks and impacts probably should not preclude disposal of Hanford 'defense

wastes at an off-site geological repository. However, several points identified below must be

addressed in the Final EIS.

Modeling Deficiencies. The estimates'of-transportation risk are derived from general-

ized risk assessment models that use highly aggregated data and that do not account for,

specific conditions along routes. The DEIS should discuss the limitation of the models, the

range of uncertainty associated with key parameters, and the sensitivity of risk estimates to

change in parameter values. In addition, it appears that the models include only limited

quantities of the total defense waste volume currently at Hanford. This implies a preference

by USDOE toward in-place'stabilization of a significant portion of these wastes. 'The DEIS

should provide' additional justification for this approach and 'include risk assessments based

on the potential for transporting-the' waste.,olumes described in each alternative:

NRC Certification of Packsaine Used for Defense Waste Shipments. The analysis

appears to assume that the overall transportation system is fully developed and functioning

well, USDOE needs to take positive action to ensure that this will indeed be the case before

any significant number of defense waste shipments begin.

Currently the NRC sets design standards for casks and other Type B packaging, and USDOE

is allowed (but not required) to'self-certify that its packaging meets those standards. (This

situation differs from the commercial nuclear industry where the NRC both sets the perfor-

mance'standards and'certifiestha't specific packaging designs do, in fact, comply with those

standards.)

Because transportation safety relies so heavily on packaging integrity, NRC certification

would be an important step toward assuring the safe transport of defense waste from

Hanfor& 'NRC certification' would be 'ore likely to result in a thorough design review pro-

cess and would help to overcome so'me'of the public concern about USDOE's tendency to be

self-regulated. This is especially true since the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste

Management has indicated that it will voluntarily obtain NRC certification of Type B pack-

aging used for shipping civilian spent fuel and .high-level waste under the Nuclear Waste

Policy Act. The Final EIS should reaffirm USDOE's commitment to this policy.
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Improvement of Operational Procedures. Emereencv Resnonse Capability. and Hinh-

ways or Railbeds. Identification of high hazard or highly vulnerable areas along likely

routes would allow preventive actions. Risks associated with transportation can be mini-

mized through routing around the area, making localized improvements to the highway or

rail system, developing evacuation plans for vulnerable areas--to take place before shipments

begin. Similarly, development of procedures for coordinated notification, operating in

inclement weather, designating safe parking areas, ensuring adequate inspections and

improving local/state emergency response capabilities would improve the safety of transport-

ing these materials.

Similar planning activities will also be necessary before initiation of civilian spent fuel

shipments to an MRS or to a geological repository. Close coordination between programs

could avoid unnecessary duplication and confusion and would more likely result in a consis-

tent set of USDOE policies and procedures for transportation.

NUCLEAR WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL ISSUES

In addition to concurring with the Nuclear Waste Board's general comments, on July 17 the

Nuclear Waste Advisory Council recommended the following policy positions, and on July 18

they were accepted by the Board.

1. The Council strongly supports a thorough and prompt cleanup of Hanford

defense wastes, based on recovery and treatment, regardless of where their ulti-

mate disposal is to take place. Continuation of present waste management prac-

tices is unacceptable.

2. The Council reemphasizes its concern that the full National Environmental Policy

Act process be followed in all significant actions and Records of Decisions.

3. We call attention again to an issue not addressed in the DEIS. The Final EIS

must describe the impact of each alternative on the ability to monitor post-closure

performance of a deep geologic repository.

4. The state's comments on the DEIS should reflect the objective of maximum pro-

tection of the environment, health and safety, irrespective of costs.
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5. In the future, with respect to defense waste, USDOE should consider geologic

media other than the shallow sedimentary deposits of the Hanford Reservation

for disposal.

6. :The Council notes with concern the serious problems created by USDOE in its

shifting and expedient definitions of high-level, low-level and transuranic

defense wastes. In order to obtain an accurate picture of the quantities and haz-

ards of Hanford defense wastes, a consistent and rational set of definitions must

be part of the Final EIS, and there must be consistency with definitions of high-

level, low-level and transuranic wastes employed by other federal agencies.

.~~~ ~ ~ . -. i-1 .
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WASHINGTON STATE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD

RESOLUTION 86-2

April 18, 1986

WHEREAS, large amounts of high-level, transuranic, and low-level
radioactive wastes and chemical wastes associated therewith, have

been temporarily stored on or discharged to soils of the Hanford

Reservation in Washington State;

WHEREAS, this accumulation of radioactive and associated chemical

wastes resulted from U.S. Department of Energy atomic energy defense

operations;

WHEREAS, Washington State Nuclear Waste Board is seriously concerned

about the effect of such wastes on the health, safety, and environ-

ment of the citizens of the region;

WHEREAS, the federal government has the responsibility to provide

for permanent disposal of such wastes in accordance with the Nuclear

Waste Policy Act;

WHEREAS, the President has determined that high-level commercial and

defense wastes shall be comuingled in repositories developed under

the Nuclear Waste Policy Act;

WHEREAS, potentially hazardous defenel installations or operations

may adversely affect or conflict irreconcilably with the siting,

design, monitoring, closure, or decommissioning of the geologic

repository proposed for construction on the Hanford site;

WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of Energy has issued the Hanford

Defense Waste Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS); and

WHEREAS, resolution of issues raised in the DEIS are of the highest

priority to the Nuclear Waite Board.

-16-



( NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Ruclear Waste Board estab-
lishes that the criteria for review of the Hanford Defense Waste
Draft Environmental Impact Statement shall include:

1. A description and evaluation of the following for each
alternative:

- the impacts of such radioactive and chemical wastes -on-the
health, safety:and environment of the citizens of the .

region;- .

_ the effects of''these'wastes on the siting, closure, opera-

tion, monitoring, and decommissioning of a geologic reposi-

tory;- - -

- equity of impacts on successive human generations;

- the susceptibility to.future additional or better cleanup

actions; and

( - the impact of alternatives-on Indian treaty rights.

2. An evaluation of whether on e or more promising alternatives were

omitted.

3. An evaluation of each alternative and recommended action to

ensure they:

- minimize environmental and health effects;

- are consistent with applicable federal and state laws and

regulations, including among others, the National Environ-

mental Policy Act, the Atomic Energy Act, the Nuclear Waste

Policy Act, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and
Liability Act, the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act,
10 CFR 960 and 40 CFR 191;

( - use state-of-the-art technologies which have been proven

C safe; and -17-
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- minimize future, releases to the environment from ongoing and

future atomic energy defense activities.

4. Reviewers should ensure the DEIS considers economics, but eco-

nomics must not drive decisions.

5.' The Nuclear Waste Board Radioactive Defense Waste Committee is
directed to review the Hanford Defense Waste Draft Environmental

Impact Statement against the criteria listed above among others,

and to report the results of such review to the Board.

6. The Board directs.the Nuclear Waste Board Chair to transmit this K)

Resolution to appropriate persons in the U.S. Department of

Energy, and to ask for their assistance and cooperation in the

review of the Hanford Defense Waste Environmental Impact

Statement.

Approved at Olympia, this 18th day of April, 1986.

WARREN A. BISHOP, CHAIR
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