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The meeting was called to order by Warren Bishop, Chair, at 1:30 p.m.

It was moved and seconded the minutes of the regular meeting of October 19,
1984, and the special meeting of November 5, 1984, be approved as pub-
lished. Motion adopted.

In his opening remarks Mr. Bishop announced his recommendation to the
Board to postpone the proposed hearings on the draft C/C Procedural Agree-
ment which had been scheduled for early January. He said this recommenda-
tion was based on several factors, including the announced schedule of
environmental assessment briefings by the U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE)
planned around the state in January, following the official release of
the draft environmental assessment on December 20. He also said Mr. Stevens
and he had been meeting with various editorial boards around the state to
brief them on the draft Consultation and Cooperation Agreement document in
preparation for the planned hearings. He said they found a great need for
more public education and better clarification on the procedures underway
by both the USDOE and the Nuclear Waste Board. He felt a 60-day postpone-
ment would still allow the Legislature time for review, would give the
public more opportunity to receive information, and would allow the transi-
tion team of the Governor-elect time to study the draft agreement and become
familiar with the issues.

Mr. Bishop indicated the difficulty of the public to make the distinction
between the Board's actions on the draft C&C document and the draft EA
issued by USDOE.

Mr. Moos concurred with the chair's remarks, and particularly with regard
to the importance of having a smooth transition in the Office of the
Governor. Mr. Moos then moved to defer the hearings process on the C&C/
Agreement for approximately 60 days.
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Anita Monoian pointed out that a 60-day delay would put the hearings on
the same date as the USDOE hearing dates on the EA, which are scheduled
for March 5 and March 7. She proposed 90 days would be more timely.
Mr. Moos modified his motion to 90 days.

Discussion followed and Representative Nelson expressed the hope that
the time allowed by the postponement could be utilized to tie up loose
ends in the agreement, such as the economic risk and the defense waste
agreement. Mr. Bishop concurred and said the first meeting of the defense
waste negotiating teams proved it will take longer than anticipated, and
this would be an opportunity to reach a Memorandum of Understanding.
He said also that the USDOE had indicated in a letter (contained in the
Board packets) they were going to move forward with the risk analysis
study. Representative Miller added that perhaps at the next meeting of
the Board the subject could be revisited to see if the 90 days were still
in order.

The motion was called for and carried without opposition.

Advisory Council Working Group Report

Because of the action taken by the Board, Ms. Monoian reported the schedule
for the planned C&C hearings would be changed and new dates announced at
a later time. She remarked there was a positive side to delaying the
hearings and the Public Information Working Group would proceed with print-
ing schedules, development of fact sheets covering basically eight sub-
jects, overview of the whole program of waste management. She said the
fact sheets should be available within a few days, which would give the
Board an opportunity to review and comment on them before being widely
distributed. She reported the second newsletter, dealing primarily with
the draft C&C Agreement and the draft EA, would be issued this month.
She said she was pleased a third newsletter could come out before the
hearings were held 'and would provide an opportunity to address a myriad
of subjects, with perhaps a flow sheet to guide the public in their deci-
sion making.

Ms. Monoian reported the first newsletter had some very positive comments
returned and the mailing list is rapidly growing as a result of the first
issue. She urged the Board members to contribute any names of individuals,
organizations, or institutions who need or want to be on the mailing list.
She said the public can only be educated if they can be reached. She men-
tioned the meetings with the Editorial Board by Warren Bishop, David
Stevens, and Marta Wilder and understood it was a very positive oppor-
tunity to educate the written media, and she felt the delay in the hear-
ings would be an opportunity to continue the contact with the rest of
the media.

Regarding the hearings procedures Ms. Monoian said the team was trying
to negotiate with the League of Women Voters to assist in the hearings.
She said they were looking for the most objective route to go. She said
concern was expressed at the Advisory Council meeting as to how the public
comment would be incorporated into the draft agreement. Questions were
asked as to how the Board would handle the public comments and how would
they be passed on to the Legislature, and how is that going to impact the
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document. She,-thought this was another positive factor in giving the Board
more time to consider -these questions. Ms. Monoian added the Public
Involvement Group.would continue to meet regularly.

Representative Nelson asked if a report could be made at this point
regarding the discussions between the Board and WashPIRG concerning their
request that -an Environmental Impact. Statement accompany the C&C Agree-
ment. Mr. Stevens pointed out that in the packet there was a communica-
tion from WashPIRG that arrived after the meeting Mr. Bishop and he had
with Gerald Pollet and Wendy Wendlandt of WashPIRG. Following receipt of
this material, the Assistant Attorney General was asked to comment.
Mr. Stevens said a letter had been transmitted to Mr. Pollet highlighting
the comments made and the suggested course of action that would have to
be taken.. Legal requirements in response to their communication were
being further examined.

Mr. Pollet, Attorney for WashPIRG, asked to be heard and stated he and
Wendy Wendlaut had met on two occasions with Mr. Bishop to discuss their
proposal. He stated the proposal was given to the Board some time ago
following the November meeting, and no letter was given them at the meet-
ing held on December 13. Since the Board had agreed to delay the hearings,
he said, he felt the time was right for the Board to consider a more formal
analysis than the planned fact sheets. He urged the Board to consider
some sort of assessment today. He added WashPIRG was pleased the hearings
would not.be held the first week in January. Mr. Bishop assured him the
letter was sent to WashPIRG before their meeting was held on December 13.

Representative Nelson asked if in pursuing further legal analysis, the
determination be made if there were any new reasons for.an EIS on the C&C
Agreement. Mr. Bishop replied he wanted the Attorney General's Office to
evaluate the additional legal decisions cited in.Mr. Pollet's letter.

Assistant Attorney General Roe said they concluded there is no require-
ment for an EIS to be prepared. He said the other issues raised in the
undated communication from WashPIRG would be discussed with the chair who
would transmit the response to the Board. Representative Nelson said that
if it were again found there is no legal requirement, it would still be
appropriate for the Board to state unequivocally that the C&C Agreement
does not have an EIS associated with it. He thought that analysis on the
part of the attorneys should be made.

On this subject Mr. Moos said he felt the creation of the Nuclear Waste
Board by the.Legislature has as great a significance in the-area of the
environment and final resolution of what is going to happen at Hanford as
the C&C Agreement. He emphasized the C&C Agreement is an agreement of a
process and a procedure. He then read a statement from a Newsletter of the
State Capitols, Waste Disposal and Pollution Control; "Washington: After
more than a year of negotiations, the State of Washington and the federal
government have completed a draft agreement that would make the Hanford
Nuclear Reservation a repository for the nation's most dangerous nuclear
waste."'
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Mr. Moos said he knew this statement did not come from the Department
of Ecology, and he hoped it had not come from the Board, but he was
extremely disturbed about the source. He said he was especially disturbed
that a disservice was being done to the people in the state by such a
statement. He felt there was a great responsibility on the part of every-
one to present the press with logic and facts.

The Chair instructed Assistant Attorney General Roe to incorporate the
remarks made by Representative Nelson concerning the EIS in his findings.
Mr. Roe agreed they would respond to the WashPIRG letter along the lines
of Representative Nelson's comments.

Draft Environmental Assessment Response Plan

Mr. Stevens reported Envirosphere had been requested to make a review of
the preliminary draft of the environmental assessment, and he asked Jerry
Parker of the staff and Louise Dressen of Envirosphere to outline the
preparatory steps to be taken to review the formal draft EA to be presented
to the state on the 19th of this month. There will be a 90-day review
period, with all comments received by March 20, 1985 considered by the
U.S. Department of Energy.

Ms. Dressen outlined the purposes of the environmental assessment, including
evaluating the environmental impacts from site characterization using'
available information; evaluating the suitability of site in terms of
siting guidelines developed by the USDOE, plus comparing the basalt waste
site with the other eight sites under consideration for a first repository
in order to select five sites to be nominated with three recommended.
Ms. Dressen further pointed out the purpose of the EA is not to describe
how and when further characterization will be performed. She said that will
come in a site characterization plan to be issued later in 1985. Also no
indepth impact evaluation will be studied as that will be accomplished
in an Environmental Impact Statement for the first recommended site. It
is also not the purpose to give a detailed description of repository design.
That will ultimately appear in a license application for whatever site is
selected.

Ms. Dressen said the primary objective in reviewing the preliminary EA
information earlier this year was to develop a working familiarity with
the document to enable them to do a thorough evaluation of the formal
draft EA. It also allowed them to identify some of the major concerns
upon which attention will be focused in reviewing the public draft. As
they move into the next stage, she said, they will evaluate the technical
accuracy, the adequacy of the information, calculations and conclusions
presented, and the consistency of the EA with the final siting guidelines.
They will reexamine issues that were raised in the Golder Report to the
state on Site Characterization Report issued in November 1982, and will
also be looking at issues raised as a result of subsequent information
to see how well the EA addresses those issues. New issues will also be
identified that can be used in developing a state position that will be
tracked. Ultimately a critical review of the EA will be prepared that will
provide a basis for formulating state comments to be submitted to the U.S.
Department of Energy and Envirosphere will assist in preparing those formal
comments. She said their review will also provide a basis for the Site
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Characterization Plan'and EIS, if the Basalt Waste Isolation Project pro-
ceeds to those stages.

At this time Ms. Dressen said they had completed a limited review of
preliminary material. She said the summaries provided in October were a
summary, with no critique of accuracy or policy implication, although
a preliminary set of concerns was identified. Focus will be centered
on these in their review of the public draft of the EA.

Chapter I of the formal draft should provide an overview of the commer-
cial high-level waste program, the site selection process, and the role
of the environmental assessment. Chapter II summarizes the process that
was used to select the reference site at Hanford, and describes the
geologic and hydrologic setting of the Pasco Basin and evaluates that
site at Hanford in terms of disqualifying conditions under USDOE siting
guidelines. The conclusions that were presented in Chapter II in the
preliminary draft found that the reference site at Hanford was not dis-
qualified under any of the conditions, but further site characterization
would be necessary in orderlto determine if disqualifying geohydrologic
and rock conditions exist at the site. Chapter III provides 'extensive
descriptive material on the geology, surface and ground water, land use,
biologic features, background radiology, climate, transportation access
and socioeconomic conditions of the reference site in the Pasco Basin.
Chapter III provides baseline data against which impacts of site charac-
terization and repository can be assessed.

Chapter IV outlines planned on-site activities to characterize the refer-
ence site, a -sort of summary of the site characterization plan. It also
discusses some of the possible adverse effects of those characterization
-activities, and describes geologic and hydrologic field studies, explora-
tory shaft construction, and climatic archeological and environmental
studies. It assesses the expected effects on geologic and hydrogeologic
conditions, the ecosystem, air quality, noise, aesthetics, socioeconomics,
and health and safety.

Chapter V presents a brief description of the anticipated repository
design, and also presents the anticipated impact from construction,
operation, and closure of the repository on the physical environment,
transportation, and socioeconomic conditions. She cautioned' that the
table summarizing this chapter in some cases tends to understate the
impacts that are later described in the text.

Chapter VI is 'the focus of the preliminary draft reviewed. It uses data
and analyses from all the previous chapters in *order to evaluate' the
suitability of the basalt site in terms of the siting guidelines. - She
said the preliminary draft used a slightly different set of guidelines
than those ultimately approved by the Nuclear'Regulatory Commission and
USDOE, and Envirosphere will be looking closely to see that appropriate
revisions have been made in the public draft using the adopted guidelines.
Some of the conclusions in this chapter were that all of the qualifying
conditions do exist at Hanford; no disqualifying conditions exist; 37 of
52 favorable conditions do'exist at Hanford' conditions regarding ground
water are unknown; transportation costs, potential for radioactive releases
from nearby facilities, ground water quality, and hydrology conductivity
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were not deemed to be favorable at Hanford. She said four of the 56
potential adverse conditions do exist at the Hanford site and there are 11
of the' 56 about which the conditions are unknown at the present time.
Some of these include the shortage of miners in the area to construct the
repository, as well as presence of active faults and the earthquake
potential.

Chapter VI also describes the method used to predict ground water travel
time and to assess overall site performance to contain radionuclides.

Chapter VII did not appear in the preliminary draft. It is a generic
chapter which will appear in the public EA for all nine sites and will
compare all of those sites and provide the basis for narrowing from nine
sites to three for site characterization.

Ms. Dressen said that among the issues Envirosphere will be looking at
closely in the public EA will be some of the conclusions on site suit-
ability and existing uncertainties, particularly as related to ground
water and underground engineering. She said there were inconsistencies
between sections, and some of the conclusions on site suitability appear to
down play the uncertainties, which are recognized elsewhere in the docu-
ment, especially those related to ground water and underground engineering.
Other issues would be the appearance of understating the hydraulic connec-
tion to the Columbia River, impacts on threatened endangered species, as
well as impacts of nearby nuclear facilities on the ability to effectively
monitor radioactive releases from the repository. Another concern with
the preliminary draft, she said was using three-year-old data to assess
socioeconomic impacts on the area round the Hanford site, even though
these conditions have changed significantly in this time frame.

She continued the preliminary draft uses generic versus site-specific risk
factors in order to assess transportation impacts. There is also some
concern that the code used in the assessment to model radioactive releases
does not account for the ingrowth from daughter products from radioactive
decay, some of which could be important contributors to releases. Perform-
ance description, she said, does not include near-field performance
assessment, which is very much needed in order to give credibility to
far-field assessments.

Another issue that continues to arise is that of commingling of. defense
wastes, which is not addressed in the preliminary EA.

Other activities underway in the last couple of months, Ms. Dressen said,
have been reviewing selected reference documents referred to in the pre-
liminary EA and studying transportation risks; "White Papers" are being
prepared on major items that the EA will have to be consistent with, such
as the siting guideline (10 CFR 60), and the overall decision-making pro-
cess and how the EA fits in with the Site Characterization Plan and with
the EIS.

Ms. Dressen said as soon as they receive the public draft EA, Envirosphere
would prepare new and revised summaries of the technical content. She said
they would start with Chapter 7 and focus on the comparison of BWIP with
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the other sites. Theylwill not attempt to review the environmental assess-
ments on the other eight sites, but will-concentrate on the generic Chap-
ter VII. They will examine it to see if the same criteria and weightings
are applied to BWIP as to other sites. They will then review Chapter VI
to see if the conclusions presented in that chapter are consistent with
the analyses done in Chapters IV and V. Chapters IV and V will be examined
to see if the descriptive data from Chapter II and III has been used appro-
priately, then Chapters II and III will be reviewed to see if the data is
technically accurate and adequate.

New issues and comments will be identified as a result. Formal reports
representing the technical summaries, critique of the document and
suggested potential comments will be produced.

Ms. Dressen said they intended to complete their initial review of the
KJ document by the- end of January, provide a draft report to the Board in

early March. It has been suggested they come to the Board at that time
with a formal presentation of their findings in order to interact with
the Board and explain how they reached their conclusions. Final revisions
and comments have to be submitted by March 20, 1985. She said this
schedule did not include the'public involvement activities, and it will
be necessary to carry out a very effective public involvement program.
Some initial thinking has begun, she said, but in light of the decision
by the Board to postpone the C&C hearings, she felt'it necessary to consult
again with the Public Involvement Group of the Advisory Council in order
to establish an effective work plan.

Discussion followed with the principal question being availability of
copies of the EA for the Board. Tom Tinsley of USDOE was asked if it were
possible to provide each member of the Board a copy of the draft environ-
mental.assessment. He replied a copy of the EA would be sent to each
Board and Council member by Federal Express on the 19th of December.
He said a toll-free number would be provided for anyone who wished a copy
of the EA.

Further discussion centered on the plans for Board review of the document.
Concern was expressed that the drafts from Envirosphere would only be_
presented about the -first of March, leaving little time for.'Board review
and comment. Suggestions' were made to have some of the Board members,
such as Dr. Filby and Dr. Lasmanis hold work sessions with the' office
technical staff in their particular areas of expertise. -Mr. Bishop indi-
cated his feeling that a workshop was needed for-the Board, the consultants,
and staff to discuss the various elements of the EA.

Representative Nelson asked that considering the environmental assessment
could be considered a "rough" EIS, could state comment affect the ranking
of the sites selected. Mr. Stevens remarked that it should be assumed
that anything in that draft EA was subject to state review and comment
and influence, including the ranking.,

Mr. Watson agreed with the concept of ongoing'workshops with the consult-
ant and Ms. Dressen agreed that would also be valuable to Envirosphere
as they proceed through their review. Senator Williams added the Joint
Science and Technology Committee had prepared some 'information on what the
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legislators may expect when the draft environmental assessment is delivered.
Copies were distributed to the full Board for its information.

Draft EA Response Plan

Tom Tinsley of the U.S. Department of Ecology/BWIP project explained the
Implementation Plan for Environmental Assessment Interaction by the'USDOE
with the state, the public, and the affected Indian tribes. He went over
in detail the release of the EA, the distribution, the briefings, and the
hearings. Each member of the Board was provided a copy of the plan.
(See attached)

The plan called for release of the environmental assessment on December 20,
with a' nationally-televised press conference by Secretary Don Hodel
scheduled for December 19. Copies of the EA would be hand delivered to
state officials on that same day with copies being sent Federal Express
to each member of the Nuclear Waste Board and Council on that day.

Mr. Tinsley said in the public briefings they planned to give an over-
view of the entire document in less than an hour, then break into concur-
rent sessions in different rooms with discussion leaders and technical
experts to answer questions. He added this was not broken into chapters,
as they overlap as far as issues and technical topics are concerned.
These areas are: repository design, including performance assessment and
waste package; environmental setting; socioeconomics and transportation;
earth sciences; and program policy. A second set of concurrent sessions
would include site identification, ranking and selection.

Mr. Tinsley said the form would be a little different from the briefing
session for the Nuclear Waste Board and the Advisory Council on January 17.

Mr. Stevens asked if these types of briefing would be made for all nine
states involved, and Mr. Tinsle' replied in the affirmative, regardless
of the ranking. He added that Item c. in the plan on page 3 was being
prepared by headquarters and only they knew what was in Chapter VII at
this time.

The preliminarily-scheduled hearings are for March 5, 1985 in Richland,
and March 7, 1985 in Olympia. He said there would be almost no interaction'
at the hearings. No public comments would be precluded, he said. They
would be opened by a USDOE official with an explanation of the EA and the
hearings process, but the moderator will be a non-USDOE individual. In
addition, there will be'a two-member panel comprised of one USDOE-Richland
representative, and one non-USDOE representative with standing in the com-
munity. The function of the panel will be to identify areas of testimony
where clarification might be necessary and to answer procedural questions.
The panel will not take audience questions during those times when there
are no scheduled commenters.

With further reference to the distribution of the EA, Mr. Tinsley said
the document would be mailed to all who have requested the document prior
to its release. They will go in the mail in the 19th of December. He
said the draft EA and references will be available in major public libraries,
university libraries, and public reading rooms. The exact locations will
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be provided at the time of release, he said. The Federal Register published
on the 20th of December will contain a toll-free number operable after
December 20, 1984. (Continental U.S. - 800-858-1600) for the public to
obtain a copy of the draft EA, plus an address for those sending a written
request.

Representative Rust questioned the information on page 2 of the plan,
indicating representatives of the 33rd, 41st, 36th and 47th districts
would be invited to the Friday, January 18 briefing in Seattle. She was
concerned this did not include all of the elected representatives in that
area. Mr. Tinsley assured her all the legislators will be furnished a
schedule. Representative Nelson expressed the opinion the Olympia briefing
should be scheduled in the evening inasmuch as the Legislature will be in
session. Mr. Tinsley said that would be considered, and a decision made
on changing the time.

Dr. Brewer asked if it would be in order to bring technical experts to
the topical sessions. Mr. Tinsley said any and all questions would be
welcomed and would be answered no matter how technical. He said they
hoped to break into small enough groups so no one would feel intimidated
by any technical question.

Dr. Beare offered consideration of the auditorium of Office Building #2,
if they wished to find a larger accommodation with adequate parking in
the evening. Jerry Parker of the staff asked if there were provisions
for additional public involvement, following the briefings. Mr. Tinsley
replied there were none as they wished to allow those receiving answers
to their questions to prepare their statements or comments for the public
hearings. In response to the question concerning a toll-free number to
ask questions, Mr. Tinsley replied it was not a one-person document, and
it would not be possible to have that phone answered adequately.

Representative Nelson wondered if the contract with Envirosphere is
flexible enough to require them to secure information needed for the Board
to respond in a rapid way. Mr. Stevens said the intent was to use Enviro-
sphere in whatever way it was thought feasible by drawing specific task
work-requests to allow enough flexibility. He said another look would be
given to the task work request to make sure flexibility is covered.
Ms. Dressen said an implied part of the question was whether there was
staff available among Envirosphere and their subcontractors to do this
kind of review, and -replied that they have a large staff in Bellevue and
the major subcontractor, Shannon and Wilson, also has a large geotechnical
organization to provide substantial resources for this review. She also
thought they have the freedom to identify additional subcontractors or
consultants should that become necessary.

Monitoring Committee Report

Don Provost reported that as a result of the Board approval of Resolution
84-21 recommending that the Department of Ecology enter into an interagency
agreement with the Department of Social and Health Services for the latter
agency to establish a state-approved radiological baseline for referencing
potential impacts for the proposed repository, a meeting was held and DSHS
was asked to prepare a draft work plan. The first draft was prepared by
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Terry Strong and his staff and with Don Provost it was reviewed with Lee
Olson of BWIP and other USDOE staff on November 27. Copies of the plan
will be distributed to each member of the Monitoring Committee for their
review and comment. The completed draft will be presented to USDOE.

The question was asked if any decisions had been made on health monitor-
ing, and Mr. Provost replied health monitoring had not been included in
this document. He said DSHS would assign someone to give full time to
this project, and one of their first outputs will be a detailed plan
looking at the needs. Health monitoring is not in this first work plan.

Defense Waste Committee Report

Mr. Bishop reported the first meeting of the Defense Waste Working Group
with the USDOE team members was held December 10. A list of issues was
presented to the team, and copies were distributed to the members of the
Board. A response will be prepared by USDOE and another meeting of the
state team will be held as soon as the response is received. Another
meeting will then be held with the USDOE representatives, tentatively
scheduled for January 21.

Representative Nelson said he understood USDOE had accepted the state's
proposed language dealing with the Defense Waste Agreement, and asked if
that were true. Mr. Stevens read the modifications made by the state,
which the Board approved at the last meeting: "The execution of this
Consultation and Cooperation Agreement between the state and the USDOE
dealing with the disposition of existing defense radioactive wastes
currently stored at Hanford." The suggested changes were to strike the
words a similar and strike the language dealing with the disposition of
and adding the word "covering" to read, as follows:

"The execution of this Consultation and Cooperation Agreement is
contingent upon the successful execution of an agreement between
the state and USDOE covering existing defense radioactive wastes
currently stored at Hanford."

Representative Nelson asked if reimbursement to the state for its defense
waste activities were still an issue, and Mr. Stevens replied that is an
unresolved issue. He said this was one of the issues presented to USDOE
and they are to respond next month.

Technical Report

Dr. Brewer reported the Tectonic Map Project has been through peer review
and will be published by the Department of Ecology. He said he thought
the importance of it was in the seismic and ground water migration areas.
Concerning the geophysical well logging project discussed for some time
he said Washington State University has submitted a proposal to the U.S.
Department of Energy for a somewhat expanded project, but similar in scope
as previously described. He believed the department was giving that
priority attention.
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Dr. Brewer attended two meetings in Richland on the subject of quality
assurance and quality control, which will be more prominently discussed
in site characterization. He said quality assurance has been a sore point
between the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and some of the utilities,
which has caused a cancellation of the Zimmer Nuclear Plant in Ohio.'
This plant was over 90 percent complete and there was no reason to believe
the quality control was not followed, but the quality assurance was defi-
cient and the project is expected to be turned into a coal-fired facility.
NRC in Richland is working with the managers and the persons actually
responsible for these procedures to make sure there is documentation on
every step of every project undertaken during site characterization.

Dr. Brewer said the office is actively exchanging technical data from
its own research with the geotechnical staff of the NRC. He said a project
to plot the latest earthquake epicenters in the central Columbia Basin
has been recently completed. This information he said is not plotted
elsewhere, and it is being shared with NRC. He said the state is also
working with NRC and their consultants in the reinterpretation of seismic
and aeromagnetic data, looking for evidence of deep structure in or below
the basalts. He said the state is also cooperating with the Yakima Nation
technical'consultants.

Dr. Brewer said that an independent hydrologist consultant will be hired
for evaluation of the environmental assessment during the 90-day review
period. Envirosphere through Shannon and Wilson will do the bulk of the
work, but this small 'contract will enable a second look from an experi-
enced consultant.'

Another round of USDOE/NRC workshops is planned in the area of tectonics,
again looking at the seismic hazard and the potential for ground water
pathways to the surface. ''He said the state would play a continually
increasing role as new technical information comes out. Shortly after
the presentation of the EA, Dr. Brewer said, planned meetings will be held
with all the state geotechnical people to share their experience and
prepare uniform positions on the geotechnical areas.

Dr. Filby asked the status of the EPA proposed standards. Mr. Provost
said the last word they had they were in management review within the
Environmental Protection Agency, and being controversial, more time is
taken to clear' -them. fr. Filby said he learned in a meeting he had
attended in Washington, D.C. that the new draft had language inserted plac-
ing 'some exemptions for the Hanford site into those standards, and he
wondered if that were correct. Mr. Provost'said there is a "Hanford Vari-
ance Process" in there for the defense wastes that are currently stored
at Hanford. He understood EPA would have to go to a separate rule-making
on that issue, and there would have to be a risk assessment, etc.
Mr. Stevens thought this was more of a "Supplemental Requirement" than a
variance in the case of Hanford defense wastes, although it would be a
variance procedure. Mr. Provost said it would be an engineering only.
facility in the case of the 149 single-shell tanks at Hanford. It would
not be a deep geologic facility and that would be the variance. Other
issues could arise, he said, but the major one is the Hanford waste
issue.
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Representative Nelson asked what the guidelines say about the transuranic
radionuclides after 10,000 years. Dr. Brewer replied it is protocol that
there is a period between 10,000 years and 100,000 years where these very
long-lived transuranics would have to be considered.

Low-Level Waste Monitoring/Regulation

Dr. John Beare introduced Terry Strong who presented the activities of
the Department of Social and Health Services responsibility in the licens-
ing and monitoring of the contractor carrying out the actual disposal
activity of low-level commercial radioactive waste on the Hanford site.

Mr. Strong distributed a one-page summary (see attached) of the history
and activity at the site. He supplemented the printed summary by stating
the department became the state radiation control agency in 1961 when the
Legislature adopted RCW 70.98, the radiation control enabling legislation.
Washington became an agreement state in 1967, and began regulating the
disposal of low-level radioactive waste in 1968. The state is now receiv-
ing about 54 percent of the nation's total low-level waste' volume, which
is about 1.4 million cubic feet a year. He said the volume tends to be
going down for several reasons, one being the cost of disposal and the
other the generators are concentrating their waste, reducing the volume
they have to dispose of and are holding for decay, rather than sending
for disposal.

Mr. Strong said the Department of Social and Health Services and the
Department of Ecology are working closer together on radiation issues, and
the two agencies are in the process of working out an interagency agree-
ment where these relationships are spelled out.

Representative Rust asked how long the 100-acre leased site, of which
approximately 25 acres is filled, would last before it became filled.
Mr. Strong said at the present rate of disposal he thought it should last
33 years more, which is not a very long time. She asked what the status
of the compacts were to require some of the waste to go elsewhere.
Mr. Strong said they were not providing staff for the compact, so he could
not give any detail. He did know that four compacts have been introduced
in Congress for their consent, and there are some areas of the United
States that still do not have compacts formed. The federal Low-Level
Policy Act would allow the exclusion of wastes outside the compact region
after its consent to the compact was given by Congress. Progress has been
slow, he said. The federal act passed in 1980 is not yet doing what it
was intended to do. He understood there was proposed legislation by
Representative Udall that would speak to this and in effect modify the
Low-Level Policy Act, and allow the system to move ahead.

Mr. Stevens added there are two things that appear in the consent langu-
age mentioned. One is to specifically amend the federal act of 1980,
but also to attach several conditions to each of the compacts in order
to make them pallatable for consent. He said if not consented to in the
current congressional year, the date of January 1986 goes pretty much in
limbo. Mr. Stevens said one of the provisions in that act would create
by federal legislation a mandated transition period of about seven years
in which siteless regions would have to find sites or acquire sites and
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take care of their own wastes. He understood some of the states are
concerned about whether the conditions which would be imposed by any fed-
eral consent legislation would effectively amend the compacts, which then
would require further state legislative action.

Representative Nelson said he thought there would be a minimal effect by
some method of keeping the waste from flowing at those rates to the
existing sites. Mr. Stevens agreed. Mr. Stevens asked if that facility
contains defense waste, such as recently scrapped submarines. Mr. Strong
answered in the negative. Mr. Lasmanis then asked where they went.
Dr..Beare compared this question with the C&C and EA confusion, and said
this was another prime example of pure confusion. The Navy Department is
talking about decommissioning and depositing the submarines on the USDOE
low-level repository site at Hanford. He said it has nothing to do with
the state licensed facility or low-level commercial waste and is operated
entirely by the USDOE on the Hanford site. Mr. Strong added no disposi-
tion of submarines has taken place yet on the federal reservation either,
and it would probably be several years before that happened.

Representative Nelson suggested the activity burden of the wastes be added
to the chart and to note the curies of activity. As they reduce the
volume they remain the same, or may even increase.

Dr. Filby asked who determines the acceptability of wastes at the U.S.
Ecology site where the acceptability criteria does not pertain to radio-
activity. For example, he said both the University of Washington and Wash-
ington State University are collecting large amounts of liquid scintilla-
tion wastes. The activities of these wastes, he said, fall below the .05
micro curie per gram limit which defines radioactive waste so U.S. Ecology
is no longer, going to accept these. However, he said the chemical, waste
disposal site at Arlington, Oregon refuses to accept these wastes because
they are radioactive. He asked what is to be done.

Nancy Kirner of the Department of Social and Health Services responded
that they are aware of the problem the exclusion in the license has
created. She said the department is trying to work with the two univer-
sities and a broker in the Seattle area who handles the major part of
these wastes in that area. She said they are working to get that material
into the chemically hazardous waste stream rather than radiological waste.
She said there was no doubt that over the year this waste is far more
dangerous chemically than it is radiologically. When the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission deregulated the waste it put the pressure on DSHS to put
on the limits. The date has been extended twice, she said, and DSHS is
reluctant to extend it again as progress is being made to get the chemical
site in Arlington to reconsider their decision. Two incinerators have
been located that will take the waste, one in Denver and one in Florida.
She said if the WWU incinerator could meet the air quality standards, that
would be an ideal facility to handle the state's liquid scintillation
vials. Ms. Kirner said after the holidays a meeting was planned with
EPA, the Washington Department of Ecology, and other waste handlers to
try to act as a catalyst to solve this problem.
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In response to Dr. Filby's further question as to whether this issue
would be addressed in the interagency agreement between Ecology and DSHS,
Dr. Beare replied he did not know if it would be specifically addressed
but the relationship between the two agencies in the management, licensing,
and various interagency functions relative to respective responsibilities
would be addressed. He said the mechanism would be in place to work on
this issue.

Dr. Beare added that because of increasing concern that a variety of people
have made vis a vis bioeffects of radiation, DSHS will be putting together
a symposium of about two hours, for the next meeting of the Board to bring
together representatives from the medical profession, as well as physicists,
to give a basic presentation on basic physics, basic radiation physics,
the occupational based epidemiologic studies, discussion of the impact of
short-term acute and long-term low-dose radiation effects and an informed,
knowledgeable concern by the Physicians for Social Responsibility organiza-
tion.

National Program Comments

Mr. Stevens reported that the work of the National Advisory Panel on
Alternate Means of Financing and Managing Radioactive Waste Facilities
(AM/FM) has been completed.. The recommendations have been presented to
the Secretary of Energy orally, and the final draft of their report is
now being edited. When the final copy is published next month, copies
will be made available for members of the Board and the Advisory Council.

Mr. Stevens said the National Conference of State Legislators had recently
established a working group on high-level radioactive waste. Representa-
tive Nelson and Senator Williams represented the state at the recent meet-
ing in Las Vegas. Representative Nelson commented he thought it was a
reasonably productive meeting. There was a lot of review of the whole
program, with each of the states contributing. He said Washington State
appears to be somewhat ahead of many of them. He said he thought from
a legislative point of view a highlight was that there would be ongoing
working groups and a meeting of the six first-round states shortly after
the first of the year to compare notes on the environmental assessment.
He said the State of Washington was volunteered as host for that meeting.
He said staff was working on the details and might be curtailed by a short-
age of funds for that legislative activity.

Representative Nelson said also important was a conversation with Roger
Gale, Director of the Office of Policy, Integration, and Outreach of the
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management. They discussed the issue
of risk and human and economic impact. He promised it would look at this
immediately. Representative Nelson also mentioned there was a great deal
of discussion about liability, which was of interest to many-of the states.
He thought there would be some working together on a common approach to
Congress as to how liability should be addressed, either under Price/
Anderson, or outside of it for repositories in the transport of materials.
Representative Nelson said he asked a question that could not be answered
by USDOE. He wanted to know if a continuous leak from a closed or open
repository is a single event under Price/Anderson, or a multiple event.
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Other Business

A draft of a proposed resolution relating to commingling of civilian and
defense wastes was distributed to the Board. Mr. Stevens pointed out that
the Board had commented on the draft Commingling Report to the effect that
generally there was not sufficient information upon which to base a conclu-
sion to commingle. The resolution points out that provision for disposal
of all the defense wastes at Hanford has not been adequately addressed.
It then directs that the U.S. Department of Energy assure that all high-
level defense wastes be disposed of in a permanent repository consistent
with the intent of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, and then if a credible
analysis confirms no defense waste only facility is needed,-the President
should approve the'commingling.

In response to a query, Mr. Stevens stated this resolution would be trans-
mitted to the U.S. Department of Energy. Discussion followed concerning
the exact wording, and a motion was ultimately made to approve the concept
of the resolution and asking the attorney general and staff to refine
and clarify the language.

Representative Nelson expressed concern that should the decision be made
to commingle no EIS would be required. He was concerned that defense waste
would be a reprocessed waste, different from spent fuel wastes and he
wanted to be sure the state has an opportunity to comment on the waste
form and what happens to it when put in a geologic environment. Chuck
Lean, Assistant Attorney General, agreed this should be looked at, even
when the environmental assessments are reviewed. He said it should be
assumed the defense waste will be commingled, and the impacts of that
should be noted, because that is an assumption the statute makes.

The motion was called for and carried. (A copy of the final resolution
is attached.)

Public Comment

Wendy Wendlandt of WashPIRG opened her remarks thanking the Board, for
moving ahead the C&C hearings. She said she was still concerned that the
Nuclear Waste Board is not making every effort to offer the public every
piece of information about the consequences of adopting particular options
in the agreement. She reiterated a proposal to David Stevens and Warren
Bishop in their meeting that they were basically negotiating in lieu of
litigation that they would accept some sort of participation in the work
session preceding the hearings as a concession that would allow WashPIRG
to present to the public a different viewpoint.

Mr. Bishop asked her if she interpreted the C&C Agreement as approval for
a repository. Ms. Wendlandt responded in the negative, but said she felt
it is a first step toward that. Representative Nelson asked her to give
an example, perhaps one article, that would portray what an EIS would say
and outline it. He suggested she write out what she thought the drafter
of an EIS would say about the impacts and how the C&C Agreement limits,
or determines the impacts, and does not allow more flexibility.
Ms. Wendlandt replied that as an example, on the section of liability,
which she said was a much more unresolved issue than any of them, WashPIRG
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would assume that if the state chose the option or negotiated an agreement
with the federal government not taking strict and unlimited liability,
the problems which might result because of that would be that federal
contractors might not take entire responsibility for their actions. In
other words, she said, there might be a greater negligence on their part
because they would take the position that the state would bear some of
the responsibility. In terms of an accident, or an event at the site, she
felt that seems to have environmental repercussions. Should the state
take a much more hard-line position, she said it would be assumed there
might not be the same concerns.

Representative Nelson said her example-would probably be covered in a
background document on liability which is being prepared. Should the
document not sufficiently address the alternatives and the consequences,
then the Board could remand it for further drafting. Ms. Wendlandt
admitted they might be satisfied when they see some of the documents that
will be produced. She emphasized these fact sheets should be distributed
across the state, and not only to those expressing an interest at this
meeting. Representative Nelson said he felt this could be something that
could be worked out with WashPIRG input.

Gerald Pollet, Attorney for WashPIRG commented WashPIRG believed that
the background papers being discussed are a step forward, and they also
believed there would not have been time to prepare them adequately had
the hearings been held in January. He reemphasized these documents needed
to be reviewed by the public and needed to discuss the impacts. He said
that is what WashPIRG hoped to talk about in averting a lawsuit over this
issue. He continued that the Board expressed the opinion that the federal
government should be doing an EIS on the commingling, despite the fact
that there are later analyses down the line, but the Board has resisted
the public's request for having the same type of analysis on the C&C Agree-
ment. He felt the hearings would be meaningless unless an analysis is
prepared of how well the state's environmental safety needs are going to
be met by the agreement. He said he felt there was now an opportunity
for further dialogue.

Mr. Pollet also commented that he did not believe it appropriate for
members of the Board to criticize the media, or the public because the
Board has failed to inform the public and the media as to the meaning of
the C&C Agreement.

Mr. Watson said he thought there might be some kind of a semantic problem
about the meaning of an "Environmental Impact Statement," and he inquired
if Mr. Pollet agreed with the analysis that Wendy Wendlandt made in response
to Representative Nelson's question. He asked if that were the kind of
thing WashPIRG was looking for in the background papers? Mr. Pollet replied
in the affirmative, and said if those background papers were compiled and
were substantive enough and addressed the basic question, at. the outset,
of whether a C&C Agreement needed and the consequence if there were none,
he would agree. He said they should address each of the provisions with
the same type of analysis, showing how the state's needs in the environ-
mental field, the financial field for state agencies and how they will
be met, what could be gained with alternative language. He said the legal
obligation basically starts with having some of that evidence in a record
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before the Board, and then determining whether or not there is a signi-
ficant impact.

Mr. Lasmanis said 'he looked at the C&C Agreement as a sort of a prepara-
tion of a draft for the Legislature to have the last word. He said the
Legislature will rule on that agreement and will change it to fit'their
needs, so he questioned if there were some precedent for a programmatic
EIS for the actions of the Legislature. Mr. Pollet said as the assistant
attorney general confirmed SEPA says specifically it applies to major
actions or proposals for legislation. He disagreed as to whether the
Legislature would rewrite, as opposed to approve or disapprove of the
agreement. The state act, he said, states the "Legislature shall review."

Susan Krala of WashPIRG referred to the transportation article, and asked
if the Board of negotiating team had done any work to find out if the
article is enforceable in light of concern expressed by the team of the
enforceability of agreements made under that article because the federal
government had successfully exercised preemption in that field with rela-
tion to some laws that had been passed in other states. She said she under-
stood the suggestion was made by WashPIRG that a clause be included that
would say that the federal government would not exercise preemption and
it was her understanding that the federal team rejected that clause. She
asked if it were still possible for the federal government to challenge the
state's right to review and concur, under the article.

Mr. Stevens said he thought this possibility had been minimized by the way
in which the article was phrased, and there is no action now taken by
which this could be tested. This article that would have application
some time later, after the final decision for a repository was made and
perhaps even after construction was commenced. He continued that the way
in which the state was to maneuver within existing law was to recognize
the existing law which gives the Department of Transportation authority
to prescribe the routes, but the state would have to concur in the alter-
native designated routes that were available. He said if the state con-
curred within that context, there would be no reason for preemption.
Should the state be unhappy with that, he said it was presumed an accommo-
dation would be worked out as to an alternative route. Another problem
was that the transportation responsibility lies with a federal agency
that is not authorized to enter into a C&C Agreement. This agreement is
with USDOE and a third agency such as USDOT could not be brought in
directly. *

Ms. Krala asked what would happen if the state did not concur. Mr. Stevens
said that the designation of routes is the task of the Department of
Transportation. Under a contract between the state and the Department
of Energy, the concurrence process the state would have would presumably
be controlling, because the USDOE would not have that regulatory right
to designate the routes. He said this gave the state an even stronger
position.

Ms. Krala said she wished the state would get some legal master minds in
to play devil's advocate to find out just how much protection the state
does have, and if there is a disagreement down the road, would the state
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wind up in litigation. She said the point remains how effective is the
language constructed under the agreement.

Ms. Krala referred to the time line the C&C Agreement had to be nego-
tiated, brought to public hearings, and reviewed by the Legislature and
she wondered if it is possible to make public the timeline, and where it
came from. Mr. Stevens said the timeline was altered by Board action
today, and the public hearings will not be held until approximately March
of 1985. Proper time for review of comments, subsequent Board action,
and transmittal to the Legislature for its review would be altered
accordingly. She asked for a target date to transmit the agreement to
the Legislature, and Mr. Bishop replied the whole basis of timeline will
have to be restructured in light of the action taken by the Board today.
He said this would be made public when it is decided, as was done in the
past.

There being no further comment or business, the meeting was adjourned.
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR EA INTERACTION

December 10, 1984

ASSUMPTIONS

EA Release -Federal Register announcement of release to appear

December 20, 1984.

EA Activity - To be reduced December 25 - January 1 because of holidays.

Review/Approval - DOE-HQ expedites review/approval of PO submittals to one

week.

Comment Period - 90 days. Starts December 20, 1984; ends March 20, 1985.

EA Release - DECEMBER 20, 1984 - EA Press Conference December 20, 1984

EA Briefings -

o Governor, Speaker of House, President ProTem of Senate, Senate and

House Energy and Utilities.Committees, Joint Science and Technology

Committee, NWB/CAC, Affected Indian Tribes, State Congressional

Delegation,..local governments, and media to be invited/informed of

all the briefings and hearings in one letter. -

o Tape record briefings and make copies available to State, Indians and

HQ.

(1) Date, Location, and Audience

o . Tuesday,,.January 15 - 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. - Richland -

-Publi, local government, and.media.

Local governments to be invited to include:



A

- City of Richland
- City of Kennewick
- City of Pasco
- City of West Richland
- City of Burbank
- City of Benton City
- Benton County

Franklin County
- 8th, 9th, and 16th District Legislators

o Thursday, January 17 - 2:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. (extended if

necessary) - Olympia - NWB/CAC, Open to public, and media.

Local governments to be invited include:

- City of Olympia

- Thurston County

- 20th and 22nd District Legislators

o Friday, January 18 - 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. - Seattle -

Public, local government, and media.

Local governments to be invited include:

- City of Seattle

- King County

- 33rd, 41st, 36th, and 47th District Legislators

o Wednesday, January 23 - 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon (extended if

necessary) - Richland - Yakima Indian Nationi Umatilla

Confederated Tribes, and the Nez Perce Indian Nation

(2) Handout Material and Source

o EA Executive Summary - HQ

o EA Briefing Book - PO

Where appropriate, there will be a-side press room where

independent discussions may take place. Handout material will

be available in this room at a table staffed by DOE-PO-OEA

personnel who will also serve as the principle media contact

point.
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(3) Agendas

AGENDA FOR PUBLIC INTERACTIVE BRIEFINGS

Richland - January 15, 1985 and Seattle - January 18, 1985

6:00 p.m. - 6:15 p.m. Welcome

6:15 p.m. 7 7:00 p.m. Program Overview, Overview of
BWIP EA and a Discussion
on the use of the EA

7:00 p.m. - 7:15 p.m. Break All

7:15 p.m. - 8:45 p.m. Concurrent Sessions:

a. Repository Design
(Includes Performance Assessment and Waste Package)

b. Environmental Setting/
Socioeconomics/Transportation

c. Earth Sciences

d. Program Policy

8:45 p.m. - 10:15 p.m. Concurrent Sessions:

a. Earth Sciences

b. Environmental Setting/
Socloeconomics/Transportation

c.- Site Identification,
Ranking and Selection

d. Program Policy,
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AGENDA FOR INTERACTIVE BRIEFING

FOR THREE AFFECTED INDIAN TRIBES (One Meeting)

RICHLAND, JANUARY 23, 1985

9:00 a.m. - 10:00 a.m.

10:00 a.m. - 10:15 a.m.

10:15 a.m. - 12:00 Noon

Program Overview, Overview of
BWIP EA and a Discussion on
the use of the EA

Break

Questions on Technical Areas
(Extended as necessary)

a. Repository Design
b. Environmental Setting

Socioeconomics/
Transportation

c. Earth Sciences
d. Site Identification,

Ranking and Selection
e. Program Policy

AGENDA FOR INTERACTIVE BRIEFING

FOR NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD/NUCLEAR WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

Olympia - January 17, 1985

2:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.

3:00 p.m. - 3:15 p.m.

3:15 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Program Overview, Overview of
BWIP EA and a Discussion
on the use of the EA

Break

Questions on Technical Areas
(Extended as necessary)

a. Repository Design
b. Environmental Setting

Socioeconomics/
Transportation

c. Earth Sciences
d. Site Identification,

Ranking and Selection
e. Program Policy
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EA Hearings -

(1) Date, Time, and Location

o Press Briefing - 10:00 a.m. - March 5 - Richland

o Hearing - March 5 - 2:00 p.m.

10:00 p.m. - Richland

to 5:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. to

o Press Briefing - 10:00 a.m. - March 7 - Olympia

o Hearing - March 7 - 2:00 p.m.

to 10:00 p.m. - Olympia

to 5:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.

(2) Format

A DOE official will open the hearing with an explanation of the EA

and the hearing process. The presiding or controlling official will

be a non-DOE moderator. In addition, there will be a two member

panel comprised of one DOE-RL and one non-DOE individual with

standing in the community. The function of the panel will be to

identify areas of testimony where clarification may be necessary and

to answer procedural questions. The panel will not take audience

questions during those times when there are no scheduled commentors.

The moderator will explain the rules of the proceeding at the

beginning of the hearing and after each break.

(3) Public Information Material

A table will be set up in the back of the room (or lobby) to make the

following documents available:
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o One reference copy - BWIP EA

o Executive Summaries of all nine EAs (Handouts)

o EA Briefing Books (Handouts)

o BWIP Fact Sheets (Handouts)

This table will be staffed by DOE-RL Office of External Affairs and

also serve as a media contact point.

Both the briefings and the hearings will be held at public-sites;

e.g., university buildings, county library, community centers,

Federal Buildings. If such facilities are not available, hotel

facilities would be the second preference.

I'
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TOLL FREE NUMBERS FOR PUBLIC REQUEST OF DRAFT EA

(NUMBERS OPERABLE AFTER DECEMBER 20, 1984)

530-7700 (LOCAL) WASHINGTON, DC

800-638-2054 - MARYLAND

800-858-1600 - CONTINENTAL U. S.

ADDRESS FOR PUBLIC REQUEST OF DRAFT EA

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

ATTN: ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

1000 INDEPENDENCE AVE., SW

WASHINGTON. DC 20585



NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD BRIEFINVb
THE DSHS PROGRAM FOR LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE DISPOSAL

December 14, 1984

The state leases 1,000 acres of Hanford Reservation from the U. S. Department
of Energy. The state in turn subleases 100 acres to the site operator.

The first operator of the site was California Nuclear, licensed by the U. S.
Atomic Energy Commisslon in 1964. The first waste was received in 1965.

DSHS assumed licensing responsibilities from the Atomic Energy Commission,
now the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, in January 1968.

The original operators, California Nuclear, became the Nuclear Engineering
Company and, in January 1981, became US Ecology.

The site is used specifically and exclusively for shallow land burial of low-
level radioactive waste.

Current trench size is 150 feet wide, 1,000 feet long, 45 feet-deep. Ten
filled trenches utilize about 25 acres; trench No. 11 was just opened. The
current rate of disposal is 1.4 million cubic feet per year. At this rate,
the site capacity will be reached in approximately 33 years.

The site now receives 54 percent of the nation's low-level waste. Two other
U. S. sites receive low-level waste, in South Carolina and Nevada.

Here is the disposal record for 1980 through June 30, 1984:

Cubic Feet
Warning
Calls

Warning
Letters Suspensions Shipments

<-I 1980 876,458 43 73 30 1,042

1981 1,437,474 96 22 18 2,038

1982 1,392,438 145 36 27 1,965

1983 1,428,733 246 56 13 2,302

1984 624,900 144 26 7 850
(Jan-June)

The US Ecology license issued by the department expires November 30, 1985.

An annual compliance inspection is conducted of the entire operation. The
next scheduled inspection is for the week of October 22, 1984. Two full-time
resident inspectors are on the site to regulate the disposal of waste and to
assure continuing compliance with the provisions of the license. The depart-
ment supports its activities through a fee of $0.27 per cubic foot of waste
disposed. The fee is levied on US Ecology by the department.

There are approximately 1500 Site Use Permit holders, nation wide. The
permit fee is $80.00/year. All dollars are transferred to the Department
of Ecology and used to support the activities of the Northwest Interstate
Compact.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD

Resolution 84-22
Comments Relating to the

Commingling of Civilian and Defense Wastes

WHEREAS, more than one-half of this country's high-level radio-
active defense wastes (59%) are temporarily stored on the Federal
government's Hanford Reservation in Washington State; and

WHEREAS, said defense wastes as now stored pose a potential
threat to the environment of the State of Washington; and

WHEREAS, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (Section 8(b)) requires the
President to evaluate the use of disposal capacity at one or more
repositories for the commingling of civilian and defense wastes;
and

WHEREAS, the President and Congress made an explicit decision in
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act that high-level waste be disposed of
in permanent geologic repositories; and

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy, as the prime
implementor of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, has in its
July, 1984 Draft Evaulation of commingling (DOE/DP-0020) failed
to plan for the retrieval, immobilization and disposal of all
defense high-level wastes temporarily stored at Hanford; and

WHEREAS, the Draft Evaluation inadequately treats the additional
costs, the transportation, the retrievability, the timing, and
the repository design implications of commingled defense waste,
it does not represent a credible analysis of the problem;-and

WHEREAS, there is no higher priority issue needing resolution
within the State of Washington than the defense waste permanent
disposal issue and its relationship to the commingling decision;

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Nuclear Waste Board that:

1. The President of the United States should direct the U.S.
Department of Energy and the Department of Defense to
ensure that all high-level defense wastes be retrieved
and immobilized so that they may be disposed of in
facilities consistent with the Nuclear Waste Policy Act;
and

2. Then the Secretary should proceed promptly with the
commingling of commercial and defense wastes into a
common repository.

Approved at Olympia, this/Lbday of , i9gL


