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MINUTES OF NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD MEETING
January 18, 1985

1:30 p.m.
EFSEC Hearings Room

Building #1 - Rowesix
4224 Sixth Avenue S.E.

Lacey, Washington 98504

Board Members Present:

Warren A. Bishop, Chair
Senator Sam Guess

K)J Senator H.A. "Barney" Goltz
Nicholas D. Lewis
Representative Louise Miller
Representative Dick Nelson
Representative Nancy Rust
Richard H. Watson
Ray Lasmanis, DNR Designee
Dr. John Beare, DSHS Designee
Dr. Royston H. Filby, Water Research Center Designee
Donald Provost, Ecology Designee

Mr. Bishop opened the meeting by welcoming Senator H.A. "Barney"
Goltz, the new member on the Board replacing Senator Margaret
Hurley.

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

It was moved and seconded the minutes of the meeting of December
14, 1984 be approved as published. Motion adopted.

Mr. Bishop reminded the Board the U.S. Department of Energy will
hold a public briefing on the draft Environmental Assessment (EA)
in Seattle at 6:00 p.m. tonight in the Federal Building.

At the request of the Nuclear Waste Board, Dr. John A. Beare,
M.D., M.P.H., representing the Department of Social and Health
Services on the Board, presented a seminar on the biological
effects of radiation exposure to humans on January 18, 1985.
Participating in the seminar were Nancy Kirner, CHP, with the
Department of Social and Health Services, presenting basic back-
ground information on radiation; Bryce Breitenstein, M.D., from
the Hanford Environmental Health Foundation, speaking on the
effects of both acute and chronic low dose exposure to radiation;
Sam Milham, M.D., also with DSHS, speaking on occupational



mortality and his epidemiological studies of radiation worked on
the Hanford Reservation; and Richard Rapport, M.D., representing
the Physicians for Social Responsibility, presenting that group's
views on human radiation exposure.

The speakers dealt broadly with the issues, the following are key
points raised in the presentations, and which should be kept in
mind as we consider human exposure to radiation:

-- Humans are constantly and continuously exposed to cosmic,
terrestrial, and internal sources of both manmade and
naturally occurring radiation. The average exposure from
these sources is approximately 200 millirem per year.

-- There can be both acute (immediate) and long-term (delayed)
health effects which result from exposure to large doses of
radiation.

-- Exposure to radiation for medical purposes accounts for
approximately one-half of human radiation exposure, while the
nuclear power industry produces, on the average, less than
one percent of human exposure.

-- The bulk of knowledge we have about the effects of human
exposure to low doses of radiation has been gained by
extrapolating information coming from high dose exposure
situations.

-- The health effects caused by chronic exposure to small
amounts of radiation are not well understood. Reasons for
this lack of understanding include:

* The natural tendency of the body to repair itself

* The relatively small risk of health effects from radia-
tion being easily masked by the relatively large natural
incidence of cancer

-- Experts disagree on the biological effects of chronic expo-
sure to low doses of radiation. Occupational studies confirm
there is an excess (i.e., more than would normally be expect-
ed in a given population) of multiple myeloma and possibly
pancreatic cancers in the Hanford worker population.

-- Epidemiological studies, either retrospective or prospective,
designed to determine dose effect relationships of human
exposure to radiation, require very large study and control
populations and long periods of time. The populations at
risk either among Hanford radiation workers or the general
population in the Hanford area, are small and may not form a
statistically valid base for such studies, although studies
must continue if we are to precisely define the impacts of
human radiation exposure.
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Following the Panel's presentation, Mr. Bishop thanked Dr. Beare
on behalf of the Board for making the arrangements for the pre-
sentation.

Advisory Council Public Involvement Working Group Report

Anita Monoian, Chair of the Working Group, asked Pat Serie of
Envirosphere and Marta Wilder of the staff to explain the plans
for the series of public workshops proposed to address the draft
Environmental Assessment document.

Pat Serie emphasized the purpose of the workshops was to gain
public comment and reaction to the EA to assist the Board in pre-
paring the formal comments from the state to the U.S. Department
of Energy. She said the workshops would be different from the
USDOE public involvement program activities. The state workshops

K)J will provide an opportunity for the public to discuss the EA and
provide comments on the important issues they identify.

Four workshops, she said, were proposed at the following
locations:

Seattle - Tuesday, February 19, 1985
Richland - Thursday, February 21, 1985
Spokane - Monday, February 25, 1985
Vancouver - Wednesday, February 27, 1985

Facilities would accommodate approximately 300 people, with cap-
ability for breakout areas, a public address system, and slide/
graphic displays. The suggested format is:

3:OO - 4:00 p.m. - Media Background'Session
7:00 - 8:00 p.m. - Orientation and Presentations on EA

Age 8:00 -10:00 p.m. - Information and Issue Discussion Sessions
(perhaps break into small groups)

Materials and information on the state program and EA issues will
be distributed in advance to the media, and will be available to
the public at the workshops. Attendees will be requested to
register on arrival at any of the days' events and questions and
answers will be noted. Forms for written comments and workshop
evaluation will be available. A summary of the workshops will be
prepared following the sessions and will be mailed to attendees
along with copies of the Board's comments as submitted to USDOE
on March 20, 1985. The April/May Newsletter will focus on the
Board's comments and on results of. the workshops. Upon request,
participants will be added to the program mailing list.

Information materials will include the following:

* A letter from Warren Bishop, Chair, explaining the purpose
and welcoming the public.

* Two- to three-page issue brief on the EA
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* Workshop agenda and locations
* Selected fact sheets
* Two Newsletters
* Reference List

Proposed publicity includes the following:

* Announcements of workshops to Newsletter mailing list
* Media announcements statewide
* Telephone networking
* Newspaper advertising
- State Register
* Possible Editorial Board meetings

Ms. Serie said Board and Council members would be encouraged to
attend and participate in the workshops, particularly in their
home areas. They would also be invited to assist in local
publicity and interviews with media.

In order to tie in the workshop plan with the entire review pro-
cess that must be followed between now and March 20, Mr. Bishop
asked David Stevens to review the tentative schedule of events
planned (see attached Tentative EA Review Process). Mr. Stevens
pointed out that three work sessions were suggested for the
Board, in addition to the regular monthly meetings, subject to
confirmation by the Board. The dates suggested are February 8,
February 26, and March 4. He said concurrence on the workshops
and the work sessions was requested.

Senator Guess suggested the Board give the staff direction to
proceed with planning the February 8 Work Session. At that time,
he thought the Board would be able to decide as to the
feasibility of meeting the rest of the schedule. He moved that
the date of February 8 be approved, with planning being continued
for the public workshops. Mr. Bishop thought this motion could
be considered a suggestion which could be altered based on
comments.

Mr. Lasmanis suggested any personal concerns be submitted to the
Board and to Envirosphere prior to the February 4 meeting in
order to facilitate the process. Mr. Bishop agreed, and any
agency analysis should also be sent to the Program Office to be
transmitted to Envirosphere.

Representative Nelson suggested the important issues be high-
lighted by the Consultant for initial review by the Board. Mr.
Bishop said Louise Dressen of Envirosphere would be addressing
this subject later in the meeting, and the intent would be to
identify the important issues as soon as possible.

Representative Nelson also asked that as a part of the EA review,
if the lawsuits filed as a result of the EA been reviewed and if
there were legal opinion as to the course Washington State would
take, if they should, on those lawsuits. Mr. Bishop said the
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Senior Assistant Attorney General had been requested to prepare a
White Paper for the Board at the earliest possible date to ana-
lyze all of the various legal consequences which the state is
confronted with, for potential legal concerns and actions which
might need discussing. Also, he said, Counsel was asked as a
part of that process, to evaluate the cases that have been filed
and to give a report to the Board. He asked Charlie Roe, Senior
Attorney General, to brief the Board on the status of that
request.

Mr. Roe responded the plan was to have this report for the
February Board meeting, but he did give a status report of the
cases filed by the various groups:

1. Environmental Policy Institute and Others (EPI) v. Hodel was
filed in the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals in San Francisco in
January. He said it is a challenge to the Siting Guidelines
adopted by the U.S. Department of Energy on December 6, 1984.
To his knowledge, Mr. Roe said, no states have intervened
although there had been informal inquiries concerning whether
this state should be involved in that litigation. With
regard to the Guidelines, he said, the state has 180 days
from December 6, 1984 to initiate its own litigation. Mr.
Roe said he and Mr. Malachy Murphy, representing the State of
Nevada, along with representatives of other states, had met
with EPI representatives to discuss the scope of the litiga-
tion and some of the issues being raised. He said this was
primarily to inform themselves for the benefit of the Board
.and the state. To his knowledge, he said, no other suit has
been filed challenging the Guidelines.

2. Nevada v. Hodel was filed in the 9th Circuit Court by the
Attorney General's Office in Nevada on December 14, 1984.
The basic subject was to challenge USDOE's refusal to provide
funds to the State of Nevada under the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act which would allow Nevada to undertake certain physical
activities relating to the proposed repository in that state.
Basically, he said, the state asked the 9th Circuit to de-
clare the funding guidelines which USDOE is following to be
invalid; to enjoin the nominating and site characterization
process until the funding is approved; and to approve
Nevada's grant request in full. He said he thought they were
asking for approximately $3.5 million for fiscal year 1985,
and they were granted approximately $1.4 million, substanti-
ally less than Nevada had requested.

Mr. Roe said there are spinoffs on this case of interest to
the Board and they would be addressed in the official report.
In response to Representative Nelson's question on the timing
in this case, Mr. Roe said he thought the case had not yet
been set for oral argument. He said the representative
attorney for the State of Nevada was in the audience, and Mr.
Bishop asked Mr. Malachy Murphy if he wished to comment. Mr.
Murphy, Special Deputy Attorney for the State of Nevada, said
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this morning he was informed by the Department of Justice the
record would be certified to the Court of Appeals next week.
At that point, he said there would be 40 days in which to
file a brief. USDOE has 30 days in which to respond and the
state would then have another 14 days to reply. A date would
then be set for argument. He added that the Justice had said
they would probably support the state and request for an
expedited hearing.

Representative Nelson said since this issue is similar to the
well-logging request made by Washington State, the state
should have an interest in this suit and wondered if the time
schedule would allow waiting until the February Board meeting
for a report. Mr. Roe said the Chair would be advised if
action seems appropriate. He said discussions had been held
in some detail with Mr. Murphy concerning the scope of the
issues raised in his case. One of these that spins off, he
said, is the issue of funding refusal by USDOE relating to
the use of funds given this state dealing with litigation,
which USDOE has denied. He said the state thinks that is
wrong and is taking steps to see if they will reconsider
their views, and should they not remodel them there is a
possibility of litigation on that point, or bringing it up in
the context of the Nevada litigation.

Mr. Murphy thought as a practical matter the issue is already
in the context of their litigation because Nevada is using
Nuclear Waste Fund money to support that litigation. He said
USDOE could take an audit exception to the state's activity.
Nevada doesn't accept the grant condition that no funds can
be used for litigation.

Mr. Roe assured Representative Nelson he would discuss this
point further with Mr. Murphy. He said in reading the plead-
ings the original challenge looked as though the case were
dealing with the subject area that this Board was not involv-
ed in, in the sense that the Nevada litigation was initiated
because there were certain activities that Nevada wanted to
undertake prior to any site characterization activities. In
checking with the staff of this Board, he said, they felt
there was no need for that because there was nothing planned
of that nature. However, if it turns out the issues raised
in this Nevada litigation do broaden out to cover relevant
inquiries, the attorneys would report to the Chairman and the
Board. He said discussions with Mr. Murphy would be con-
tinued on this issue.

Mr. Murphy advised that the first issue raised in the lawsuit
is the validity of the grant-conditioning guidelines them-
selves. Those guidelines apply to all 23 states, he pointed
out, and will have just as much application to the second
round of states as they do to Nevada and Washington. Mr.
Stevens explained these are internal guidelines and the
Office does have substantial amount of concern with them.
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3. Texas v. Hodel. Mr. Roe said he had discussed this case with
the Assistant Attorney General in Texas. As best he can
judge, it is a very narrow case raising the issue of whether
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act's procedures were properly fol-
lowed in site location in the State of Texas. He thought
they did not intend to broadly challenge the Siting Guide-
lines in any comprehensive way or generic way.

4. Draft form NRDC v. Hodel (National Resources Defense
Council). He said this is potential litigation which has not
been filed. These environmental groups plan to file in the
U.S. District Court of Northern California. The suit deals
with the failure of the Environmental Protection Agency to
adopt standards under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. He said
the relief requested, potentially, deals with directing EPA,
through a Court Order, to adopt regulations which have not

YJ been adopted in a timely fashion. Secondly, he said, they
would ask that an injunction be issued preventing the
Secretary of Energy from issuing any final environmental
assessments until the EPA has adopted these regulations.

5. Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, et al v. the Nuclear
Waste Board. This case was filed last week in Thurston
County Superior Court, and was served on Tuesday of this
week. He said he and Chuck Lean would be handling this case,
and he asked Mr. Lean to report briefly on it.

Mr. Roe added that some of the basic areas being looked at
besides the cases mentioned, were the Mission Plan, Environ-
mental Assessments, and water rights, among others. All
would be discussed in the White Paper to be presented to the
Board, he said, with tentative recommendations on some and
final recommendations on others.

Mr. Lean said basically the litigation in Case #5 alleges
that the Board violated the law in three areas: first, there
should have been an Environmental Impact Statement prior to-
issuing the draft C&C Agreement for public hearings; the
second allegation is that the Board should have produced some
sort of document for the public on alternative provisions for
the draft C&C Agreement; and, third, other actions they
believe should have been carried out under the enabling
legislation. He said this referred to "best efforts" in the
C&C negotiations to accomplish a number of things, and of
these they highlighted they wanted funding actually specified
in the final C&C Agreement. Another point was they felt the
*C&C Agreement was not adequate to protect the public health,
safety, and welfare.

Mr. Lean said the relief the plaintiffs are requesting is to
enjoin the Board from doing anything further with the C&C
Agreement, to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement, to
prepare alternatives, and generally, he said, derail the
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whole negotiating and review process. He said his office
would be filing a response shortly. There probably will be
some preliminary matters raised by motion, including perhaps
a motion on behalf of the state that would seek to have the
lawsuit dismissed as being untimely filed (coming too early).
Details of this would be discussed at a later time he said.

Mr. Bishop asked if there were any further suggestions on the
Public Involvement Plan concerning the Environmental Assessment.
In response to a question by Mr. Watson, Mr. Bishop said the
material to be presented in the public workshops would be avail-
able for Board scrutiny at the Board Work Session scheduled for
February 8. Representative Nelson asked that the Legislative
schedule be kept in mind in setting Board meetings, especially
those where action must be taken. Mr. Bishop wanted the proposed
schedule of events to be transmitted to appropriate legislative
staff members to assist them in their scheduling.

Mr. Stevens reported draft EAs have been submitted to other
agencies--the State Patrol, Utilities and Transportation Com-
mission, the Department of Transportation, and Department of
Emergency Services. He said representatives of those agencies
were invited to the Work Session to participate in the discus-
sion. Mr. Bishop instructed Ms. Monoian to move forward with the
proposed plan to reach the public.

Environmental Monitoring Committee Report

Don Provost reported that the proposed agreement with the Depart-
ment of Social and Health Services and WDOE has been submitted to
the U.S. Department of Energy. He said it was learned today
USDOE had completed its legal review, and as soon as the tech-
nical people return from the EA briefing tour they anticipate the
agreement will be approved. The monitoring program could begin
as soon as the Agreement is signed. He said the description of
the Work Plan was in the members' packets. Another meeting of
the Monitoring Committee will be called shortly to get an overall
view of activities in different areas so a report could be made
to the Legislature on the total efforts.

Defense Wastes Report

Mr. Stevens reported in response to the letter sent by Warren
Bishop to David B. Leclaire, Director, Office of Defense Waste
and Byproducts Management, concerning the state's concern about
the review of the Commingling Report, a letter was just received
from Mr. Leclaire and included in the members' packets. The
letter essentially stated the comments made by the state of Wash-
ington were considered in preparing the final report and the
comments made by the state will be included as an attachment in
their letter to the President.



Negotiations on the Defense Waste Agreement between the state and
the USDOE are ongoing, Mr. Stevens said. A meeting was held last
month in Richland in which the state presented a list of issues
to USDOE, which are being considered by them. The next meeting
is scheduled for the week of January 21 or January 28. USDOE
reactions to the issues have been distributed to the negotiating
group and will be discussed at the next meeting. He said a
report would be given at the February meeting.

Draft Environmental Assessment Review Process

Mr. Bishop asked Louise Dressen of Envirosphere to discuss brief-
ly the document entitled "Guidelines for the Recommendation of
Sites for Nuclear Waste Repositories - 10 CFR Part 960" (see
Minutes of Work Session of January 17, 1985). Ms. Dressen said
the document had been explained at the meeting yesterday by Mr.
Robert Mohn of their staff. All members were provided with a
copy, which Mr. Bishop said would be discussed at the Work Ses-
sion on February 8.

Ms. Dressen said they had hoped to go through the presentation
again at this meeting, but in the interest of time she directed
the attention of the Board to the document in their packets. She
said they were referenced frequently throughout the Environmental
Assessment and guide the entire EA. She said she thought.the
handout was somewhat self-explanatory in trying to define the
different ways of categorizing the guidelines for those not
familiar with the technical terminology.

Transportation Business Plan

Mr. Stevens said one of the requirements in the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act is for the Department to develop a transportation
business plan indicating how they plan to carry out their program
of moving spent fuel and wastes once a repository is complete.
The Plan has been received with a request for a 30-day review
period, and upon examination, Mr. Stevens said, it was discovered
it was not a plan, but a framework for a plan. The Contractor
was asked to analyze that, and Louise Dressen was invited to make
a few comments on the document contained in the packet. Mr.
Stevens asked that any comments from the Board be given to the
Office to enable it to prepare a summary for submission to the
Board in time to meet the February 1 date.

Ms. Dressen said comments from Envirosphere do focus on a docu-
ment that is simply a framework for a Transportation Business
Plan which the U.S. Department of Energy now plans to issue next
fall. At that time there will be an opportunity to review and
comment on it. She said they did offer a number of comments on
this document to the U.S. Department of Energy that are oriented
toward the kinds of things that should appear in that Business
Plan, and are not necessarily comments on the Strategy Options
Document. The comments contained in the document in the packet
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were prepared in consultation with the staff, she said, and
reaction would be appreciated.

Ms. Dressen drew the attention of the Board to one particular
issue. She said a major concern was identified over USDOE
assumptions on the mix of transportation-modes to be used, and a
major comment appears in Comment No. 6. This deals with basic-
ally recommending that USDOE adopt a policy as to the mix of
transportation modes that they intend to use, and that, in turn,
implies that USDOE adopt some firm position on its role in route
designation. She said it has been taking a position to leave
that to the private sector, as well as the mode of transporta-
tion, whether it is truck, rail, or barge. She said much of the
concern that Envirosphere has raised is due to the fact that key
documents, such as the Environmental Assessment, and the Environ-
mental Impact Statement, are based on certain assumptions as to
transportation mode and transportation routes. Should the deci-
sion as to which ones are actually used turns out to be different
from what is in the documents, it is difficult for the state to
have any assurance of what kinds of protection the public health
and safety will have in the transportation system, he said.

She said it is necessary for USDOE to provide periodic updates on
the Transportation Business Plan as new information develops on
where sites are to be located, routes to be used, and amounts of
wastes to be received at the repository. Another suggestion is
the need for a fuller description of the Transportation Institu-
tional Plan, which is to accompany the Business Plan, and provide
a discussion about the relationships between governmental organ-
izations, the regulatory roles of various bodies and some of the
techniques for public involvement in transportation decision-
making. Again, she said, a concern was raised over the exclusion
of any consideration of any defense waste transportation in the
Business Plan. A suggestion was made for a greater recognition
of the role of MRS in transportation planning. Also raised was
the question about the failure to discuss the responsibility of
USDOE for liability; pointed out the lack of attention to some of
the business aspects of Consultation and Cooperation Agreements,
for example, funding for various state activities; and have high-
lighted the need in the Business Plan itself to address security
requirements, emergency response plans, quality assurance, and
licensing responsibilities. Also pointed out was the need to
look at development of the total system. At the moment, she
said, the Strategy Options Document appears to be focusing on the
development of transportation casks, and not looking at what kind
of needs there will be for special designs for trucks or rail
cars.

A minor comment suggested different techniques for training pro-
grams to better enable participants in corridor states to share
some potential solutions to some of their common problems, Ms.
Dressen said. Also suggested was a method of structuring the
document so that it could be a better business plan. She
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repeated comments are due to USDOE by February 1, so feedback is
needed soon to prepare a final document.

Economic Risk Analysis

Mr. Stevens distributed to the Board a copy of a memorandum to
him from Jerry Parker of the staff, discussing the status of the
federal economic risk analysis study. Also distributed was a
letter from Mr. Ben Rusche, Director, Office of Civilian Radio-
active Waste Management, in reply to Mr. Steven's letter re-
questing an economic risk analysis be undertaken. Mr. Rusche
indicated such a study would be made and enclosed a Preliminary
Task Statement.

Mr. Stevens said, based upon Representative Nelson's request to
add this issue to the Agenda, he had asked Jerry Parker to check
to see where this issue stood, and the memo essentially said the
office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) was in
contact with the Brookhaven National Laboratory and met with Dr.
Hugh Joy of USDOE, who works for Ellison Burton. They are-in 'the
process of revising the Task Statement and a proposed budget by
the end of January. Rather than being a Site Specific or Generic
Risk Analysis, he said they indicated it would be a General Risk
Analysis with potential events listed which would be specific.
Mr. Stevens said the technical points raised by Mr. Parker could
be discussed when the revised Task Statement is received. He
said it had been requested.

Representative Nelson said following the briefing by USDOE and
reading the distributed papers, he had no confidence in what the
Department of Energy is going to produce. He felt they have no
concept of economic risk and the damage that could result from an
accident. In his discussions with Mr. Burton last evening, he
said Mr. Burton told him the government could not put a dollar.
figure on the damage, and said the analysis will compare reactor
accidents to a repository accident in terms of the general extent
of damage. Mr. Burton also told him that if you compare Nevada
and Washington in terms of economic risk they would look the
same. He further told Representative Nelson that Price-Anderson
Act would take care of everything, and that they would not build
the repository if there were any risk of damage. Representative
Nelson said, taken all together, they don't know what the state
is talking about, and somehow the state has to point out to USDOE
the real issue.

Representative Nelson said he concluded that the State should
outline its own economic risk analysis. He suggested the Con-
sultant might do it, if it could be done speedily. He also felt
the State should tell USDOE what they have produced is unaccept-
able and perhaps a meeting with USDOE should be arranged to scope
out the state's version.

Don Provost said he agreed with Representative Nelson. He said
in his earlier discussions he felt they would define this in such
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a way that it would not be useful to the state. He said it
appeared at that time that they were going to use performance
analysis-type things they are doing to show it is going to work.
He agreed attention should be given to this issue to make the
points the state feels are important.

Mr. Lewis said he had the impression in the discussions with Mr.
Burton during the C&C negotiating sessions that the state's
points had been made clear concerning risk assessment. Repre-
sentative Nelson proposed that since this issue is on the table
with the C&C negotiations, the state should restart those nego-
tiations on this point to scope it out in a satisfactory fashion.
That outline could be used as a part of the comments on the
Environmental Assessment he said. He thought it was important to
state the initial ranking did not take into account the economic
damage that the final ranking should, and if it does not the
environmental characterization process should. He thought this
was important to get accomplished soon.

Mr. Stevens said one way to approach this was to see if there are
any substantial changes in the original and the anticipated work
plan. Some inquiry could be made and a paper written to use as a
basis for a work request from the Contractor. Mr. Lewis sug-
gested the Board make clear in writing their desire, then involve
the Consultant in a review. Mr. Lasmanis said he thought the
Board should definitely tell USDOE that present value discounted
cash flow analysis has no meaning in the purpose of the risk
analysis. He said that method might be fine for financing an
industrial plant in determining present value, but it has no
application to what is trying to be accomplished here.

In response to a question as to the availability of the Work
Plan, Mr. Stevens said it was his impression it would be avail-
able next week. He said if USDOE was on target with their
schedule, they would have both their budget and Plan ready for a
look next week. Mr. Bishop suggested forming a small panel,
including Representative Nelson, to review the Work Plan and make
a decision at that time as to the course of action to recommend
to the Board. Representative Nelson said his main concern was to
put the Board in a position to comment on this issue in the EA
comments. Mr. Bishop said steps would be taken to proceed with a
panel with a recommendation to the Board.

Mission Plan Update

Mr. Stevens said essentially there was no update on the Mission
Plan. No date other than early spring had been set for the
formally-revised Mission Plan to be transmitted to Congress. He
understood Congress was interested in having some hearings, or
some input from interested parties, but no firm information has
been received.

- 12 -



- ^

Technical Program Report

Dr. Brewer explained the term STP, which would be used fre-
quently, meant Site Technical Position. He said the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has worked out with the U.S. Department of
Energy, under the title of Technical Position or Site Technical
Positions as the systematic structure of their own Issue Tracking
System. He abstracted three of these, and distributed the paper
to the members. Important to the Board and general public, he
said, is that NRC is doing what they should have done in the case
of the Zimmer Nuclear Plant. They are telling the applicant well
in advance their demands in licensing. These STPs, he said,
would be extremely valuable to the technical staffs as they are a
reference to be consulted at any time.

Other Business

Nick Lewis inquired if the Radioactive Waste Management Confer-
ence was scheduled again this March. Mr. Stevens said it would
be held the latter part of March in Tucson. Mr. Lewis suggested
it would be useful to have a delegation from the Board in attend-
ance, if the Agenda warranted. Mr. Stevens said information had
been requested on this meeting as soon as it was available.

Public Comment

No public comment was offered.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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TENTATIVE EA REVIEW PROCESS

December 20

January 11

January 11

January 14

January 17

Formal receipt of draft EU; start of 90 day review

process.

Meeting of advisory council and staff to discuss public

involvement and plan workshops

Presentation of Draft Outline for EA Response Document for

review by WDOE

Submission by Envirosphere of Outline for EA Response

Dopument.

USDOE Briefing on EA for Board at Board work session

K' January 18

January 21

January 23

January 21-31

Presentation of Schedule and Procedures for EA Review for

Board comment

Submission by Envirosphere to WDOE of draft technical

suumlries for new chapters

Envirosphere meets with WDOE to receive comment on summaries

Envirosphere and WDOE schedule and organize for EA

workshops



February 4

February 6

February 8

February 15

February 19

Faburary 19

February 21

February 22

February 25

February 26

Envirosphere/WDOE meeting 
to identify key issues 

to be

addressed in EA Response 
Document

EA issue briefs prepared by Envirosphere 
for use at

workshops

Work session with Board 
to identify key issues 

to be

addressed in EA Response 
Document based on Board response

to Envirosphere recommendations 
and to draft EA

Regular Board meeting. Update on EA review

Envirosphere submits 
draft EA Response 

Document to WDOE

and to Board for review

Seattle EA Public Involvement 
Workshop

Richland Public Involvement Workshop

Envirosphere meats 
with WDOE to receive 

comment on draft

EA Response Document

Spokane Public Involvement 
Workshop

Work session with 
Board to receive written 

comments on

draft EA Response Document

Public Involvement 
Workshop

February 27



February 28 Envirosphere submits draft summary of EA Response

Documents for presentation at USDOE hearing to WDOE for

distribution to Board.

March 4 Work session with Board to incorporate results of public

workshops into Board summary of EA Response Comment for

submission at USDOE hearing of March 7 and into Board EA

Response Document for March 20.

March 4 Board adopts siary of LA Response Document for

submission at USDOE hearing of March 7

March 7 Presentation of Board summary of EA Response Document at

USDOE hearing in Olympia

March 23 Envirosphere submits Board EA Response Document reflecting

work sessions with Board of February 26 and March 4 to

WDOE

March 15 Board adopts EA Response Document for submission to USDOE

by March 20.
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GUIDELINES

FOR THE RECOMMENDATION OF SITES

FOR NUCLEAR WASTE REPOSITORIES

10 CFR PART 960

Envirosphere Company

Presentation To

Washington State Nuclear Waste Board

Washington Nuclear Waste AdvisorY Council

January 17, 1985



AUTHORITY

Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982

Section 112 (a)

CONSULTATION

CEQ

EPA

USGS

Interested Governors

CONCURRENCE

NRC

PURPOSE

General Guidelines For The Recommendation

Of Sites For Repositories
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KEY FEDERAL AGENCY ROLES

EPA

Establishing Standards For Protection Of The

Public From Offsite Releases From Radioactive

Materials In Geologic RePositories (40 CFR 191).

NRC

Establishing And Implementing Repository

Licensing Requirements (10 CFR Part 60),

Including Enforcing The EPA Standards And

Discharging Its NEPA ResPonsibilities (10 CFR

Part 51).

*USDOE

Identifying, Characterizing And Demonstrating

The Suitability Of Sites, And Developing And

Operating Repositories Consistent With (1) Siting

Guidelines, (2) EPA Standards, And (3) NRC Li-

censing Requirements (10 CFR 60)J
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I REGULATORY FLOW

NUCLEAR WASTE PA STANDARDS [NRC LICENSING

POLICY ACT N 40 CFR 191 1 REGULATIONS

11110 CFR 60

USDOE GUIDELINES

10 CFR 960

STATUS: FINAL RULES

IN PREPARATION

DRAFT REVISIONS

APPROVED BY COM-

MISSION; PRESENTLY

AVAILABLE FOR COMMENT

FINAL, BUT SUB-

JECT TO REVISION (

C (



CHRONOLOGY OF GUIDELINE DEVELOPMENT

'December

February

May

June

November

March

0July

December

1982

1983

1983

1983

1983

1984

1984

1984

- Nuclear Waste PolicY Act

- Proposal Guidelines First Published

- USDOE Comment - Response Document

- Washington State Consultation Meeting

- Submittal For NRC Concurrence

- NRC Conditions To Concurrence

- NRC Concurrence

- Officially Promulgated
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STRUCTURE OF THE GUIDELINES

(4)E
t AoPPLICMATIOII _

_ (PIIIKE0ML) 6UIDELINES_ 4

I | I ENVIRONMENTAL|

POSTCLOSURE

TYPICAL TECHNICAL GUIDELINE
PRECLOSUE ENVIRON4MENT,

RADIOLO06CAL SOCIOECONOMICS, EASE AND COST
SAFETY AND TRANSPORTATION OF DEVELOPMIENT

TEC PDICAL

GUDLN UDLNS GIEIE GIEIE UDLN UDLGUIDEUIEIE GUI DELIE COOTO ODTOS ADERSE

( 9} 1 (4) (1 3) (I) (4

GEONYDROLOGYt _ROCK CHARACTERISTICS* POPUATION ENVIROIMENTAL QUALITY SURFACE*
GEOCHEMISTRY' CLIHATIC CHANGES* SITE CONTROL SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACT ROCK*

EROSION' TECTONICS* METEOROLOGY TRANSPORTATION YDROLOGY*
DISSOLUTION*L NATURAL RESOURCES* OFFSITE INSTALLATIONS TECTONICS*

SITE OWNERSHIP
AND CONTROL

'Denotes Those Guidelines Requiring Site Characterization
As A Prerequisite To Their Use In Establishing Compliance FIGURE I

( (
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EXPLANATION OF GUIDELINE CONDITIONS

QUALIFYING CONDITION

Must Be Satisfied For A Site To Be Considered

Acceptable With Respect To A Specific Guideline.

*FAVORABLE CONDITION

Presence Of This Condition Enhances Confidence

That Qualifying Condition Can Be Met.

"POTENTIALLY ADVERSE CONDITION

Presence Of This Condition Presumed To Detract

From System Performance.

*DISQUALIFYING CONDITION

Presence Would Eliminate Site From Further

Consideration.
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RELATIONSHIP OF GUIDELINE STRUCTURE TO

STATE OF KNOWLEDGE

STATE OF KNOWLEDGE

Little Data

EMPHASIS

* Disqualifying Conditions
To Eliminate Unsuitable
Land Areas

* Favorable And Potentially
Adverse Conditions To Eval-
uate Relative Suitability

* Qualifying Conditions Of
Technical Guidelines To
Evaluate Relative SuitabilitY

Extensive Data
* Qualifying Conditions Of
System Guidelines To Establish
Suitability
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SITING PROVISIONS

OCHARACTERIZATION IN DIFFERENT GEOHYDROLOGIC

SETTINGS

*CHARACTERIZATION IN DIFFERENT ROCK TYPES

*REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION FOR SECOND REPOSITORY

GEVIDENCE FOR SITING DECISIONS

"BASIS FOR SITE EVALUATIONS

Based on Postclosure and Preclosure Guidelines

Natural Vs. Engineered Barriers

Technical Guidelines Subordinate To System
Guidelines

Order of Guideline Importance
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ORDER OF GUIDELINE IMPORTANCE

1. POSTCLOSURE

2. PRECLOSURE

(1) RADIOLOGICAL SAFETY

(2) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACT

AND TRANSPORTATION

(3) EASE AND COST OF SITING. CONSTRUCTION,

OPERATION AND CLOSURE

Sheet 10
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APPLICATION OF THE GUIDELINES IN THE SITING PROCESS

.

S SCREENING PHASE

POTENTIALLY
ACCEPTABLE
SITES FOR
CHARACTERIZATION

A
Repeated Three-Step
Process:

1. Enilu te For Presence
Of 01squalifying
Conditions

L2. Compare Land Units
On Basis Of Favor ble
And Potentially
Adrerse Conditions

3. Consider Geohydrologic,
Rock Type And Regional
Diversity

SITE-
RECOMMENDATION
PHASE

SITE
CHARACTERIZATION3
PHASE

DATA SUITABLE
* FOR DETAILED .

PERFORMANCE
.ASSESSMENT

- SITE SELECTION 3
PHASE

SELECTED SITE

F
1. Evaluate Comparative

_i Suitability Based On
Postclosure And Pre-
closure GuidelInes

D
1. Evaluate Sites For Reposi-

tory Development Based On
Post-closure And Preclosure
Guidelines Not Requiring
Site Characterization

2. Evaluate Sites for Char-
acterization Based On
Postclosure And Pre-
closure Guidelines That
Do Require Site Char-
acterization

E
Establish Order Of Preference
Based On:

1. Comparative Evaluation
Based On Postclosure
And Preclosure Guidelines

2. Consideration Of
Aenhydrologic. Roc type

.I And Region1l Diversity

(

1.

2.

3.

L1.

C
Select Applicable Guide-
lines
Compare Sites Within 6eo-
hydrologic Settings On
Basis of Qualifying
Conditions, Considering
Favorable And Potentially
Adverse Conditions
Consider Diversity Of
Rock Type And Regionality

B
Evaluate For Presnce
Of Disqualifying
Coiditions

PIoUM 2



LEVEL OF CERTAINI IY IN APPLICATION OF THE GUIDELINES

SITING QUALIFYING DISQUALIFYING

CONDITIONDECISION CONDITION

Potentially
Acceptable
(Phase 1)

Nomination and
\v Recommendation

(Phases 2, 3)

Repository
Site Selection
(Phase 5)

nL/a

Level 3

Level1 4

Level 1

Level 1

\1/Level 2

Levels 1, 3:

Levels 2, 4:

Evidence Supports Lesser Level
Confidence

Of

Evidence Supports a Definitive Finding
Of ComPliance Or Non-Compliance
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EVALUATIONS AT SITE NOMINATION PHASE

OSUITABILITY FOR SITE CHARACTERIZATION

--Based On Guidelines That Require Site

Characterization As Prerequisite For A

Finding Of Compliance Or Noncompliance

--Postclosure Guidelines And Preclosure

Guidelines Related To Ease And Cost Of

Repository Development

6SUITABILITY FOR DEVELOPMENT AS A REPOSITORY

--Based On Guidelines That Do Not Require

Site Characterization As A Prerequisite

For Their Application

--Preclosure Guidelines Related To Radio-

logical Safety And Environmental, Socio-

economic And Transportation Impact

Sheet 13



MINUTES OF NUCLEAR WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL MEETING
January 18, 1985

9:30 a.m.
EFSEC Hearings Room
Rowesix - Building #1
4224 Sixth Avenue S.E.

Lacey, Washington

Council Members Present:

Warren A. Bishop, Chair
Councilman Lane A. Bray
Mr. Ron Greenen
Mayor Joe Jackson
Mr. Gordon Kunz
Ms. Anita Monoian

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

Mr. Bishop reported two briefings conducted by the U.S. Department
of Energy were held in Olympia yesterday on the draft Environ-
mental Assessment, with a public briefing being held in Seattle
tonight at the Federal Building in Seattle. He requested any
questions members might have be forwarded to the Office for
inclusion in the Board's queries. He also asked for comments
anyone might have be sent to be incorporated with the states
response being prepared for submission to USDOE.

It was moved and seconded that the minutes of the previous meeting
be approved as published. Motion carried.-

Public Involvement Working Group

Anita Monpian reported two meetings of the Public Information
Group had been held since the last Council meeting. At the meet-
ing on the 11th several issues were addressed, including the
December Newsletter, the Fact Sheets, with primary focus on the
Public Involvement Groups' involvement in the Environmental
Assessment review. She asked Marta Wilder and Pat Serie to
address this point and discuss the series of public workshops
planned to discuss the EA.

Ms. Wilder first discussed the general program and reported the
responses from the December Newsletter. She said approximately
200 had been received with comments and requests to be added to
the mailing list. The Fact Sheets, she said, were going to the
printer today, the folders are already printed and the information
packets should be ready for the workshops and written requests for
information. Also being developed, she continued, was a slide
presentation with a preview planned for next Monday, and a final
product ready in about two weeks. The February-March Newsletter
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will go to the printer about the first of February, and should be
in the mail by February 15. It will focus on the Environmental
Assessment issues. Ms. Wilder added a new feature of the News-
letter this issue will be interviews with people involved in the
program. Pat Serie said another special feature in the upcoming
&ewslqtter would be a special questionnaire on the Environmental
Assessment, with provision made to return it to the office.

Workshops

Pat Serie said the proposed plan for the public workshops had been
developed with the purpose in mind to give the general public an
opportunity to comment and react to the Environmental Assessmjnt.
A draft plan was distributed to the Council. The dates and places
for the four workshops are as follows:

Seattle - Tuesday, February 19, 1985
Kennewick - Thursday, February 21, 1985
Spokane - Monday, February 25, 1985
Seattle - Wednesday, February 27, 1985

Ms. Serie said they planned to have facilities located at these
points to accommodate approximately 300 people, with capability
for breakout areas, a public address system, and slide/graphic
displays. The suggested format was:

3:00 - 4:00 p.m. - Media Background Session
7:00 - 8:00 p.m. - Orientation and Presentation on EA
8:00 -10:00 p.m. - Information and Issue Discussion Session

(perhaps break into small groups)

Information materials would include the following:

* A letter from Warren Bishop, Chair, explaining the
purpose of the workshop and welcoming the public

* Two- to three-page issue brief on the EA
* Workshop Agenda and locations
* Selected Fact Sheets
* Two Newsletters
* Reference List

Attendees at the workshop will be requested to register upbn
arrival at any of the days' events. Forms for written comments
and workshop evaluation would be available. A summary of the
workshops would be prepared following the sessions and would be
mailed to attendees, along with copies of the Board's comments as
submitted to USDOE on March 20, 1985. Ms. Serie said the April-
May Newsletter would focus on the Board's comments and on results
of the workshops. Upon request, she said, participants would be
added to the Program Mailing List.

Ms. Serie said that if the proposed workshop plan were approved it
would be necessary to begin immediately on a publicity program.
The proposed plan includes the following:

- 2 -
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* Announcements of workshops to Newsletter Mailing List
* Media announcements statewide
* Telephone networking
* Newspaper advertising
* State Register
* Possible Editorial Board meetings

Mr. Stevens said advice of the Council was sought on the concept
of the workshops and any details needed to be addressed. He
recognized the extremely tight schedule, as tentatively set out on
a separate sheet distributed to the Council, which included
several Work Sessions planned for the Board if they concurred.

Mr. Bray expressed some problem he had with the state holding
public workshops, in light of the hearings to be held by USDOE to
gather the input from interested citizens. He wondered what com-
ment would be gained that would be different from that gathered by
USDOE. He also expressed concern about provided the public with a
list of the state's concerns prior to hearing their comments and
concerns. He thought it would be a better path to follow to dis-
tribute information about the process and the hearings to be held
by the U.S. Department of Energy and allow those USDOE hearings to
gather the comments.

Mr. Bishop said the problem was to familiarize the public with the
draft Environmental Assessment. He said most people do not have a
clear understanding of its intent, and the workshops were designed
to carry out a responsibility of the Board to be sure the public
is advised and has some knowledge of the issues, as identified by
staff and the Consultant. He said there was no attempt to defend
the USDOE's EA, but to give the public their right to know what is
in the EA. Ms. Serie commented the USDOE hearing format does not
offer an opportunity for discussion. She said the feeling was the
workshop format and the opportunity for give and take will help
people work through some of those issues so that when they are
ready to give their formal testimony they are better informed.

Mr. Bray asked how these proposed workshops differed from those
just held by the USDOE. Ms. Serie responded by saying the oppor-
tunity to break into smaller groups, using a trained facilitator
for group discussion would benefit the citizens. Mr. Bray
wondered about the neutrality of the facilitator, and Ms. Serie
said the proposal called for working with the League of Women
Voters.

Mr. Stevens said the League had been contacted, and no response
had been received yet as they were to meet this coming Wednesday
and report back to the Office. Mr. Bray reiterated his concern
for an unbiased session that was not being duplicated by others,
and the impression would not be left with the public that the
workshop was the end of the process. Mr. Stevens said that should
be made clear in the conduct of the workshops. It should be
understood by the citizens the state participation was to identify
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issues of interest to the state, and their concerns would be pre-
aented to the Board, not only on the presented issues, but on
their identified concerns as well. He felt the workshops could be
the opportunity for further public education on the intent of the
Environmental Assessment, but should not be considered a substit-
ute for their direct involvement with the U.S. Department of
Energy. Ms. Wilder added that by having the members of the Board
and Council available to the public at these workshops, the public
would have a better concept of the role of the two bodies in ful-
filling their duties under the statute.

Mr. Ron Greenen commented that he agreed the public he came in
contact with was not well informed of events, nor the existence of
the Council or Board. He said he also thought their general
impression was both were promoting the repository. He agreed the
more information dessiminated to make the public aware of the
entire program was good. He suggested the whole Columbia River
area should be involved, even the Portland area, and one of the
workshops should be held in Vancouver. He offered his assistance
in making contacts in the area to enable some participation in
that area.

Mr. Bishop agreed as to the importance of Mr. Greenen's suggestion
which would be reviewed. He said considering the Board meetings,
which are open to the public, are held in Olympia, the people of
this area had more opportunity to be aware of the program, and
thought consideration should be given to moving the Olympia Work-
shop scheduled for February 27 to Vancouver, Washington. He said
the Board would make the decision this afternoon, with the recom-
mendation from the Council for a workshop in Vancouver.

Mr. Bray restated his concern that a professional, technical, and
sound job on a neutral basis be done with the workshop presenta-
tions. He said in his opinion a hasty, half-way job would be more
negative than anything.

Ms. Monoian asked Pat Serie to explain about the plan to get the
appropriate information to the League, or the moderator, as she
shared Mr. Bray's concern about the quality product. Ms. Serie
said it was proposed work would be done with the individual
members of the League in the local areas, requesting them to
supply people with facilitation experience. A good training
schedule then would be planned for them in early February to bring
them up to speed on the program and the issues, to make sure they
can handle the workshop in an objective and unbiased basis.
Bringing the League in, she said, does add some complexity to the
process, but assures a neutral approach and benefits the overall
product. In response to Ms. Monoian's's query about technical
assistance in these workshops, Ms. Serie said it was envisioned
Mr. Bishop would present the introductory overview, Dr. Brewer
giving an overview on the geotechnical issues, perhaps having some
of the Envirosphere technical staff on hand to answer questions.
Dr. Brewer said he felt it was his job, along with Mr. Provost,
staff, and the consultants to be at the workshops to give factual
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and answers to technical questions to enable the people to return
to the workshop session with at least a semblance of accurate
information. Since Envirosphere will be doing most of the ana-
lysis of the EA, Mr.-Bishop inquired if their technical people
will be in attendance at the workshops. Mr. Brewer said they
could be, but they are specialized, and perhaps only one or two
would have a grasp of the entire program. Ms. Serie said she
thought Dr. Brewer could handle the geotechnical areas, perhaps
someone from Envirosphere could respond to the transportation
issue, but this should be worked out with the Office staff.

Mr. Stevens said the grist for the workshops was the homework the
state has been doing, but with a limited staff the representation
from the Office could not be the 30-35 people used by USDOE in
their briefings. He said most of the issues identified by the
state with the work of the Consultants will be many of the same
ones the public will have identified, and the resources would be
adequate to handle those questions.

Mr. Bray wondered if it were the purpose of the workshops to have
the state answer technical questions. He thought the purpose was
to listen to the citizens' view of the problems the state should
identify in addressing USDOE in their comments on the EA. Dr.
Brewer emphasized again he saw the role of staff was not to dupli-
cate USDOE efforts, but he realized people do come to meetings
such as this with a single interest, and they want to understand
what one term, perhaps, means. Without a factual answer, he said,
they cannot reach an informed judgement. He said there would be
no effort made to duplicate the briefings being conducted by the
U.S. Department of Energy.

Discussion continued on the workshop process and it was agreed the
introductory remarks would state the purpose of the meeting was to
glean from the public their comments to bring before the Board.
The hope was expressed the League would consent to become involv-
ed, as they have had experience in the facilitation of these types
of meetings. Mr. Bishop said the purpose should be made clear in
every statement or release going from the Office, in addition to
the introductory statement at each meeting.

Mr. Provost asked if there would be the ability of a citizen to go
directly to the Board with comments. He expressed some concern
that the input-from the public through the workshop process would
be "filtered" comments. Mr. Stevens mentioned the Board members
would be invited to these workshops with the hope that asmany as
possible would be able to attend. Ms. Serie mentioned the regular
Board meeting on February 15 and March 15 would present
opportunities for public comment.

No formal motion was taken, but it was generally agreed that the
workshops were approved for recommendation to the Board.
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Environmental Assessment Review Process

Mr. Stevens outlined the review process that must be followed
between now and March 20. He distributed a tentative EA Review
Process outline (attached). Among the planned events, including
the public workshops, were three suggested Work Sessions for the
Board, with the first on February 8.

Mr. Bishop recognized Nancy Pearson, representative of the League
of Women Voters in the audience, and asked her to speak to the
Council. Ms. Pearson advised the League was prepared to go ahead
with assisting in the workshops, but would like to discuss it
further to work out the details. Her statement was received with
pleasure by the Council, and Mr. Bishop emphasized the need for
taking a neutral and unbiased position.

C&C Status

Anita Monoian said because the Public Involvement Group was so
involved with the Environmental Assessment arrangements, no
framework had been set for the C&C hearings. She said they had
simply been placed on hold. Mr. Stevens reported that there was
one complication because of the suit filed by the Federation of
Western Outdoor Clubs. Mr. Lean said the case was filed last week
in Thurston County Superior Court and papers were served a couple
of days ago. He stated this Sayay not affect the public hearings,
but it could. *The suit enjoins the Nuclear Waste Board and the
state before proceeding with the C&C Agreement, so it could affect
the schedule. He said no individual was mentioned in the suit,
but in his opinion the suit was filed prematurely, and the state
may ask for dismissal of the suit.

February Newsletter Status

Marta Wilder reported the February Newsletter was going to the
printer about February 1, and should be in the mail by
February 15.

Environmental Monitoring Report

Don Provost reported the Environmental Monitoring Work Plan had
been submitted to the U.S. Department of Energy for approval. He
said he anticipated quick approval, although he understood their
involvement at the present time with the Environmental Assessment.
He said the Committee would plan to prepare a paper on the events
and responsibilities, and would make this paper available to
Legislative Committees.

Defense Waste Negotiating Team Report

Mr. Stevens reported the second formal Negotiating Team meeting
would be held in about 10 days. He said the commingling decision
was to have been made by January 7, but he understood the report
had not yet gone to the President. He continued it is understood
that the President will be provided the same recommendation that
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was in the draft report, that is, commingling of commercial and
defense wastes.

1985 USDOE Siting Activity Schedule

Mr. Stevens reported the final Environmental Assessment and formal
recommendations may be made by sometime late this summer. Follow-
ing that formal selection, draft SCP's will be distributed for
comment. After the evaluation and issuance of formal SCP's the
construction of exploratory shafts will begin. At Hanford, the
date is expected to be April, 1986, at Nevada the summer of 1986,
and in Texas the summer of 1987. He said the reason for the delay
on the Texas site is that it is expected to take about a year for
land acquisition.

Mr. Stevens reported the final Mission Plan has not yet been pre-
pared. It is expected that Congress will schedule some hearing on
the Mission Plan when it is received by them. The Mission Plan
will probably not be finished until sometime in March.

Mr. Stevens said the EIS on defense wastes, according to the
latest information received, will be issued in April of 1985.

Mr. Stevens said Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) was under
consideration by the Department, and they have to make a report to
Congress by June 1, 1985. No results of any studies have been
sent to the state, and no review time or. financial capacity has
been indicated. He said a couple of months ago the Department did
imply they were trying to find a way to help the states by pro-
viding a funding base, but nothing has occurred. He said a meet-
ing was planned in about 10 days with the Department, and he hoped
for some enlightenment on this program at that time.

Mr. Bishop suggested this be added to the list for more aggressive
action. Mr. Bray questioned the fact that if the site were to be
considered for a repository site, it could not be considered for
an MRS site, and wondered why the state would be involved in the
MRS project. Mr. 'Stevens replied that until they made a formal
selection of Washington, no one knows for sure, and there are
certain related consequences of having an MRS development. He
said there would be substantial influences on the transportation
routing as the Department is talking about an MRS as a central
receiving and packaging facility. This would alter the normal
transportation pattern of waste flowing from a nuclear reactor to
a repository. He said it would also have some implications on the
design. of the facility and the timing of waste shipments. There
would also be other concerns, he said. Mr. Stevens referred to a
copy of remarks made by Mr. Rusche to the Atomic Industrial Forum
last month indicating the MRS is being made a more integral part
of the waste management process from the standpoint of the
Department (see attached).
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Public Comment

Mr. Sam Reed of the Washington State Public Health Association
first spoke about the organization he represents. It is composed
of approximately 700 health professionals who have individual
memberships in the group, he said. here are also some twelve to
fifteen agencies or organizations who have an affiliate member-
ship.

With regard to the Newsletter, he said his personal reaction and
that of some others in the organization who have seen it, they do
not see a statement of need. He said he would encourage the
Council to include a substantial portion of some newsletter speak-
ing to the need to define a way of disposing of high-level waste
now and in the future, and what that means, not only in terms of
problems, but in terms of the economic future of the country.

Mr. Stevens wondered if this could be accomplished without an
advocacy position. Mr. Reed replied he thought the other part of
the job could be done without doing this. He said in the exam-
ination of a proposal to assess the potential safety and possible
harm which might result, the other side--the possible benefits or
need--had to be looked at in order to achieve a balance. He
thought failure to deal with that aspect of the issue would be
dealing with it unfairly. He felt all the elements of the issue
had to be dealt with to achieve a fair appraisal.

Another point he made was that although he supported the workshop
process a great deal, he wanted to know how would they get the
people there who need to be there to have a representative group.
He felt the representation need at those workshops could not be
obtained through newspaper or media publicity. He suggested
reaching out more specifically into the communities through
groups, organizations, and individuals who represent a cross-
section and accept the responsibility for the area in which they
live. Mr. Bishop replied that great efforts are being made in
this regard, since he mentioned this at a previous meeting. Mr.
Bishop said the contact list had been expanded and the effort to
identify opinion leaders in most of the communities of the state
is being made. Ms. Serie said she concurred with Mr. Reed, and
plans were being made to design a telephone networking plan to
reach into the communities where the workshops are planned. All
contacts will be added to the mailing list, she added.

Ms. Monoian suggested the Washington State Public Health Associa-
tion, of which she was a member, mailing list would be a good
addition and Mr. Reed said that was possible to supply. He said
he would take care of that assignment. Mr. Reed continued by
saying his organization at this point is primarily concerned with
the process of informing the public and providing for involvement.
He said technical issues would be dealt with later.

Concerning the workshops, he said, he was concerned that nothing
much was said about explaining the process for state involvement
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in participation in the decision-making for the Federal process of
arriving at a final conclusion. He said people do not understand
what it is all about because it is such a complicated process and
the state opportunity for involvement is not what the people would
like to see or believe. Mr. Reed continued people cannot come to
the workshops believing a decision will automatically flow from
the comments they make or from the consensus that appears to be
available at the workshops.

Mr. Reed said that somewhere the political realities of the final
decision-making process had to be dealt with. He emphasized this
should be pointed out to the public right from the beginning.

Tom Hunt of Vancouver, Washington, representing the Washington
Waste Site Study Group, expressed his concern about the workshops.
He said he shared many of the concerns expressed by Mr. Bray,
including having Envirosphere lay out the issues, then asking the
public for their concerns. He said he was pleased to learn the
League of Women Voters would be taking an active role in conduct-
ing the workshops, as he felt the substance of the meetings and
the form they take is of vital importance. He referred to-a meet-
ing in Vancouver at which Mr. Stevens represented the state on a
panel and was only able to explain the program, while one of the
detractors lashed the program and the U.S.-Department of Energy.
He commended Mr. Stevens for his part, but said Mr. Stevens was
unable by virtue of his position to do much of the defense. He
suggested it might be miscasting the staff to have them respond to
technical questions. He was also concerned the workshops will be
held in the same cities in which the USDOE held its briefings,
with the exception of Vancouver.

Mr. Hunt asked how the comments would be incorporated into the
state's official comments. Mr. Stevens responded a great deal of
thought had been given to this, both in terms of the proposed C&C
hearings and the EA workshops, plus any other workshop that might
be held at certain decision points. The thought, he said, was not
just to add public comments as an addendum, but a summary document
would be prepared for the Board to use as additional input.

Mr. Reed then concurred with Mr. Reed that there be some outreach
beyond the Newsletter by telephone networks, etc., in order to get
a cross-section of the public. Mr. Bishop invited any contribu-
tion of ideas or contacts Mr. Hunt might suggest, which he said
would be appreciated by the Council and Board.

Mr. Bishop then extended an invitation to Council members and the
public to attend the Board meeting that afternoon to hear the
discussion of the Bioeffects of Radiation to be presented by a
panel which was arranged by Dr. John Beare of the Department of
Social and Health Services and a member of the Board.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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TENTATIVE EA REVIEW PROCESS

December 20

January 11

January 11

January 14

January 17

January 18

Formal receipt of draft EA; start of 90 day review

process,

Meeting of advisory council and staff to discuss public

involvement and plan workshops

Presentation of Draft Outline for EA Response Document for

review by WDOE

Submission by Envirosphere of Outline for EA Response

Document.

USDOE Briefing on EA for Board at Board work session

Presentation of Schedule and Procedures for EA Review for

Board comment

January 21

January 23

January 21-31

Submission by Envirosphere to WDOE of draft technical

summaries for new chapters

Envirosphere meets with WDOE to receive comment on summaries

Envirosphere and WDOE schedule and organize for EA

workshops
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February 4

February 6

February 8

February 15

February 19

Feburary 19

February 21

February 22

February 25

February 26

Envirosphere/WDOE meeting to identify key issues to be

addressed in EA Response Document

EA issue briefs prepared by Envirosphere for use at

workshops

Work session with Board to identify key issues to be

addressed in EA Response Document based on Board response

to Envirosphere recommendations and to draft EA

Regular Board meeting. Update on EA review

Envirosphere submits draft EA Response Document to WDOE

and to Board for review

Seattle EA Public Involvement Workshop

Richland Public Involvement Workshop

Envirosphere meets with WDOE to receive comment on draft

BA Response Document

Spokane Public Involvement Workshop

Work session with Board to receive written comments on

draft EA Response Document

February 27 Olympia Public Involvement Workshop
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February 28 Envirosphere submits draft summary of EA Response

Documents for presentation at USDOE hearing to WDOE for

distribution to Board.

March 4 Work session with Board to incorporate results of public

workshops into Board summary of EA Response Comment for

submission at USDOE hearing of March 7 and into Board EA

Response Document for March 20.

March 4 Board adopts summary of EA Response Document for

submission at USDOE hearing of March 7

March 7 Presentation of Board summary of EA Response Document at

USDOE hearing in Olympia

March 13 Envirosphere submits Board EA Response Document reflecting

work sessions with Board of February 26 and March 4 to

WDOE

March 15 Board adopts EA Response Document for submission to USDOE

by March 20.
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SUMMARY OF THE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD WORK SESSION
ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

January 17, 1985
EFSEC Hearings Room

Building #1 - Rowesix
4224 Sixth Avenue S.E.

Lacey, Washington 98504

Board Members Present:

Warren A. Bishop, Chair
Nicholas D. Lewis
Ray Lasmanis, DNR Designee
Dr. Royston H. Filby, Water Research Center Designee
Donald Provost, Ecology Designee
Ed McGuire, State Energy Office Designee

The special meeting was called to order at 11 a.m. by Warren
Bishop, Chair.

Mr. Bishop explained this short meeting was called to present the
draft Environmental Assessment decision schedule to the Board
members prior to the U.S. Department of Energy briefing to the
Board and Council that afternoon at 2 p.m. He said the USDOE
would repeat the briefing at 7 p.m. for the benefit of those
Legislators and persons unable to attend the afternoon session.

Mr. Stevens said a brief status discussion of the draft EA would
be presented at this meeting by staff of Envirosphere, consultant
to the Board, as well as a summary of the Siting Guidelines. He
suggested the Board give some consideration to the necessary
events that must take place by March 20, the date the formal com-
ments on the draft EA must be submitted by the state. He felt
this might require at least two work sessions by the Board, with
consideration of the Advisory Council's concept of public work-
shops to provide the public with an opportunity to look at the
issues the state is developing in its analysis of the draft EA
document. He hoped the Board could take action on the schedule
of events at the regular meeting Friday.

Mr. Stevens introduced Louise Dressen of Envirosphere, who re-
viewed the preliminary work they have done to review the document
since receiving initial copies of the draft EA on December 19.
She said revised summaries of each of the Chapters are being pre-
pared and the revisions will be complete and ready for submission
for staff review next week. She said a number of changes have
been identified in the formal draft from the preliminary draft.
She said that this draft also seems to contain more clarification
of the issues identified previously, and in general in Chapter IV
there seems to be greater candor about some of the uncertainty on
information to support analysis of the Guidelines.
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Ms. Dressen said Envirosphere is now beginning to review the
technical adequacy and accuracy of the material in the draft EA,
and are compiling issues that will ultimately be related to each
of the Siting Guidelines addressed in the EA on a chapter-by-
chapter basis. She said they are reviewing the assumptions used
in doing performance assessment in the EA and have gone back and
re-reviewed the issues that were previously raised by Enviro-
sphere, by Golder in the Site Characterization Report, by Office
staff, and by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Ms. Dressen
said Envirosphere is planning on completing an initial review of
the document by early February, with a full report being prepared
by early March for consideration by the Board. The outline they
anticipate using for that report was distributed to the Board.
Basic elements of this report includes an introductory section
explaining the approach used in reviewing the EA. The second
section will present the summaries of technical content in the
EA. Section 3 will contain the major part of their report, which
will be designed in recognition that the entire EA is built
around an evaluation of suitability of the Basalt Waste Isolation
Project in terms of the final Siting Guidelines. It will be an
analysis of USDOE's guideline-by-guideline assessment of the
suitability of BWIP, will summarize what the guideline is in each
case, will summarize USDOE's evaluation of compliance with that
guideline, and will present Envirosphere's critical analysis of
those conclusions. This will be followed for each one of the
conditions with a presentation of issues and comments on anything
that appears in Chapters I through VI that relates to that
particular condition.

Ms. Dressen continued by saying this section will be followed by
a special section devoted to the comparative site evaluation that
is presented in Chapter VII of the EA. This will focus on an
assessment of whether all of the sites are treated in a consis-
tent manner for each one of the guidelines and will also include
a critical analysis of the methods that were used for ranking
sites and the results of that ranking process.

Ms. Dressen said Envirosphere is also considering the inclusion
of two separate Appendices to deal with special topics that are
addressed in the EA which are a little different from the evalua-
tion of the Siting Guidelines. One appendix would include the
analysis of site characterization impacts, while the second one
would specifically examine performance assessment which pulls
together all of the analyses of site suitability.

Ms. Dressen said Envirosphere, in conjunction with Shannon &
Wilson and Cooper Associates, their two major subcontractors, are
also conducting a number of other related activities to give
additional background to review the EA. Referenced documents
will be examined, a study of some of the methodologies and
results of transportation risk analyses is being done. Recently
completed, she said, was a review of strategy option documents
that set the framework for the Transportation Business Plan and
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have prepared comments. Also being prepared is a series of white
papers on selected topics related to the EA. One of them just
completed is a description of USDOE's final Siting Guidelines
which is intended to lay out the history, the development of
those Guidelines, the structure and content of the Guidelines,
and a description of how they are to be applied throughout the
entire site selection process.

In response to Mr. Bishop's inquiry, Ms. Dressen said their
schedule calls for Envirosphere to have their final report done
and ready for a formal presentation to the Board on March 4.

Mr. Lewis expressed concern that receipt of the Envirosphere
report would not allow the Board enough time to prepare comments
to present at the USDOE Hearing on March 7. Mr. Stevens said
Envirosphere could be asked to present their report in late
February, or allow them to use that extra time and authorize the
Chair to present issues identified by staff at the Hearing. The
more formal report would be incorporated in the written comments
to be submitted to USDOE. Mr. Lewis said he anticipated the
Board would need a series of work sessions if the Board is to
understand the complicated issues and avoid making generaliza-
tions. Mr. Bishop said that would be pursued tomorrow at the
regular meeting.

Dr. Filby asked if it would be possible for the Board to receive
copies of the resumes of the consultants doing the reviews. Mr.
Bishop suggested making a copy of the Envirosphere proposal,
which included the resumes of the consultants. The Office will
send the information to Dr. Filby.

Mr. Provost suggested Envirosphere develop a list of the major
issues that should be raised. He said a larger report tended to
lose a sense of significance, and he thought this should be a
priority project. Mr. Bishop said this had been contemplated and
Jerry Parker of the staff mentioned an outline, which was handed
out, which identifies a work session with the Board to identify
key issues on February 8. He said a draft report would be sub-
mitted to the staff on the 19th and also submitted to the Board
at that time to allow review.

Ms. Dressen introduced Mr. Robert Mohn, Task Leader for Geology
and Engineering on the Envirosphere Engineering Team, who gave a
brief presentation on USDOE final Siting Guidelines.

Mr. Mohn presented a basic framework for persons unfamiliar with
the technical use of the use of the word Guidelines in their
review of the EA. He touched briefly on a review of the develop-
ment of the Guidelines and how they would be applied. An outline
of his presentation is attached.
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Following Mr. Mohn's presentation, Mr. Lasmanis asked how Enviro-
sphere planned to incorporate concerns and comments from the
Board into their report. Ms. Dressen said she understood that
was a decision that would be made at the regular Board meeting.

Mr. Stevens referred to the tentative EA review outline, which
was distributed to the Board. He said it would be addressed at
the regular meeting on Friday.

Mr. Stevens invited any interested person to attend the 2 p.m.
briefing to be conducted by the U.S. Department of Energy that
afternoon, with a repeat briefing at 7 p.m.

The meeting was concluded.

- 4 -



* v(Corrected)
SUMMARY_3F NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD WOR_.ESSION

February 8, 1985
EFSEC Hearings Room

Building #1 - Rowesix
4224 Sixth Avenue S.E.

Lacey, Washington 98504

Board Members Present:

Warren A. Bishop, Chair
Senator Max Benitz
Senator Sam Guess
Representative Shirley Hankins
Representative Louise Miller
Representative Nancy Rust
Curt Eschels (newly named Director of EFSEC)
Richard H. Watson
Dr. John Beare and Nancy Kirner, Designees, DSHS
Don Provost, Designee, Department of Ecology

Also Present:

Ray Adams, WA Utilities & Transportation Commission
Officer Jim Fouty, WA State Patrol
Lora E. Murphy, Department of Emergency Management
Zanna Olson, Department of Transportation

Legislative Staff Members Present:

Barry Bede, Republican Caucus
Bob Shirley, Representing Senator Barney Goltz
Elaine Rose, Senate Energy & Utilities Committee
Max Power, Joint Science & Technology Committee

The Board Work Session was called to order at 9:30 a.m. by Warren
Bishop, Chair.

It was announced that Governor Gardner has requested an extension of
the 90-day period for comment on the draft Environmental Assessment
by letter to the Secretary of Energy. No copy of the letter had yet
been received by the Office. It was understood the Governors of all
potential host states have made similar requests.

Louise Dressen of Envirosphere explained they had sorted through the
list of 158 identified issues and had pulled a selected number, in
consultation with the staff of the Office, which were felt to be the
most significant. This list, along with 31 pages of general com-
ments, was presented to the Board for preliminary discussion pur-
poses. All extra copies were distributed to interested parties at
the meeting, and those who did not receive copies were invited to
request them. Mr. Bishop said they would be sent as soon as avail-
able. A copy of each document is available in the Reference Center.

Dr. William Brewer presented a preliminary "Key Issues" paper com-
menting first that although key technical issues were being dis-
cussed, he thought the draft Environmental Assessment was vastly
improved over the preliminary document. His comments were dis-
tributed to the members, and copies made availabe to the public.



The major points of discussion included the ranking methodology, the
hydrology data base, seismic history, defense wastes currently being
stored at Hanford, which is not adequately discussed in the EA. Dr.
Brewer said the defense waste problem should be a part of the
repository project, even though USDOE maintains of present that it
is not authorized under the Act to consider it. The defense waste
issue should be addressed, perhaps in a supplement to the EA.

Another point made by Chuck Lean, Assistant Attorney General, was
that the federal Act requires 'reasonable comparative evaluation by
the Secretary of such sites with other sites and locations that are
being considered. He said the draft EAs, following the program
guidelines, are doing a comparative evaluation of the Hanford site
with each of the other sites nominated. In the comments on the
draft of the Guidelines, he said a point was made and should be
reiterated in the EA comments, that the sites and locations 'con-
sideredu is much broader than "other sites nominated. He said it
was his opinion that Hanford and Nevada were primarily chosen for
institutional reasons--they were already on Federal reservations.

It was emphasized at the Work Session that the comment documents
presented and discussed were purely preliminary. There could be
additions to the list of issues, changes, or deletions, as more
detailed study is performed, particularly in the geotechnical and
the transportation areas. Comments were solicited, as the next step
in the EA review process by Envirosphere will be to categorize each
of the comments according to which one of the Siting Guidelines it
appears to address. A related report will then be issued.

Ms. Dressen said in preparation for the Public Workshops, Informa-
tion Packets are being assembled and one of the key elements in the
packets will be an KIssues Briefs of about three or four pages.
Other information will provide background on the whole High-Level
Waste Program.

Further discussion followed, including education of the public on
the issues. Concern was expressed about disseminating the major
policy issues as well as the technical issues of concern to the
general public in lay terms.

Max Power of the Joint Science & Technology Committee announced that
the Committee had entered into a contract with an econometrics firm
to do an evaluation of some of the ranking methods used by the U.S.
Department of Energy, with the intent of not overlapping the work
done by Envirosphere. He said they should have the results next and
will present it to the Board.

The meeting concluded with the announcement the discussion would be
continued at the next regular meeting of the Board on February 15.
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