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NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD
NUCLEAR WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

JOINT INFORMATIONAL MEETING

PREPARATION OF REPORT ON SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS
OF PROPOSED REPOSITORY

May 14, 1987
1:30 p.m.

EFSEC Hearing Room
Lacey, Washington

1:30 Introductory Remarks

1:35 Process
Scope of Study
Contractor Selection
Nuclear Waste Board Role

2:00 Local Government Involvement

2:30 Major Study Issues

Warren Bishop

Curtis Eschels

Lane Bray, Richland City Council

Curtis Eschels/
Sandi Benbrook

Jerry Parker/
John Petterson, President

Impact Assessment, Inc.

3:00 Program Description

4:00 Adjourn

Comment: On April 28 the Department of Ecology, acting on behalf of the Nuclear Waste
Board, signed an agreement with Impact Assessment, Inc. to prepare a major report oil the
social and economic impacts of the proposed repository at Hanford. This report,
mandated by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, is to be completed "following completion of
site characterization activities at such site and before the recommendation of such site to

the President by the Secretary for application for a construction authorization for a
repository". In the event the Hanford site is chosen for a repository, the impact report
would be a basis for defining mitigation and compensation due the state.

The scope of the report, major study issues, and the plan of work will be discussed at the
information meeting on May 14. The public is invited to attend. Contact, Marta Wildcr
((206) 459-66951 or Jerry Parker [(206) 459-66781.

g7 5 PDR * - -



6&Jt11
/7nV-&7 C am?4#

\\ARREN A. BISHOP
Char

STATE OF WASHINGTON

NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD
Mail Stop PV-71 * Olympia, Washington 98504 * (206) 459-66.70

NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD

Regular Meeting

May 15, 1987
1:30 p.m.

EFSEC Hearing Room
Lacey, Washington

AGENDA

1. Introductory Remarks Warren Bishop

2.

3.

Approval of April 17, 1987 Minutes

Correspondence Terry Husseman

Terry Husseman4. Report on Testimony before Congress
April 28: House Subcommittee on Oversight and

Investigations of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce

April 29: Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
April 30: Senate Subcommittee on Nuclear Regulation of

the Committee on Environment and Public Works

5. Status of Seismic Survey Proposal

6. Draft Site Characterization Focus Paper

7. Litigation Status

8. Richland USDOE Report

9. Committee Reports

10. Reports on Coordinating Group Meetings

Ray Lasmanis

Terry Husseman

Narda Pierce

Jim Mecca

Committee Chairs

Don Provost

Charlie Roe

Max Power

II.

12.

Federal Legislation

Washington Institute for Public Policy

13. Other Business

14. Public Comment

15. Adjourn

The Nuclear Waste Board welcomes and encourages public participation during the
monthly meetings. The Chairman will invite public comment at various points during the
meeting. In addition, if there are specific agenda items which you wish to comment upon
please sign the sheet on the back table and you will be invited to comment when the
Board reaches that agenda item.



ANDREA BEATTY RINIKER
Director

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Mlail Stop PV-11 * Olympia, Washington 98504-8771 * (206) 459-6000

NUCLEAR WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

Regular Meeting

May 15, 1987
9:00 a.m.

EFSEC Hearings Room
Lacey, Washington

AGENDA

1. Introductory Remarks

2. Approval of March 18, March 19, and April 17, 1987 Minutes

3. Report on Significant Recent Developments

4. Town Meeting Evaluation

5. Site Characterization Focus Paper

6. Public Involvement Report and Discussion

7. Committee Reports

8. Other Business

9. Public Comment

10. Adjourn

Warren Bishop

Terry Husseman

Marta Wilder

Committee Chairs

The Nuclear Waste Advisory Council welcomes and encourages public participation during
the monthly meetings. The Chairman will invite public comment at various points during
the meeting. In addition, if there are specific agenda items which you wish to comment
upon please sign the sheet on the back table and you will be invited to comment when the
Council reaches that agenda item.
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CONTACT: Jerry Parker/Marta Wilder
Office of Nuclear Waste Management

(206) 459-6670

P R E S S N O T I C E

May 5, 1987

M\EETINGS AND DATES:
Mlay 14, 1987: Nuclear Waste Board and Advisory Council Joint Information
Meeting - 1:30 p.m.

May 15, 1987: Nuclear Waste Advisory Council Regular Meeting - 9:00 a.m.

May 15, 1987: Nuclear Waste Board Regular Meeting - 1:30 p.m.

ALL MEETINGS WILL BE HELD AT THE:
EFSEC Hearings Room
Rowesix, Building #l
4224 - 6th Avenue S.E.
Lacey, Washington

A study to determine possible socioeconomic impacts on Washington State from a proposed

nuclear waste repository will be the topic of discussion during the special joint meeting

on May 14 at 1:30 p.m. Jerry Parker, Policy Analyst to the Office of Nuclear Waste

Management, will discuss how major socioeconomic issues will be studied.

At the Nuclear Waste Board's regular meeting on May 15, members will receive a briefing

by Terry Husseman, Program Director of the Office of Nuclear Waste Management. Mr.

Husseman will discuss testimony given before several Congressional committees in

Washington, D.C. A status report on a joint proposal by the state's Department of Natural

Resources and the Nuclear Waste Board to develop a Request For Proposal (RFP) on a

Seismic Survey also will be given.

On MIav 15 at 9:00 a.m., the Advisory Council will review a draft focus paper by the

Office of Nuclear Waste Management on site characterization. The Council also will hear

reports on the first in a series of town meetings to be held throughout Washington.

- - - more - - -



The Advisory Council will hold an informal meeting at the Westwatcr Inn, Wcstwater

Club Room, 2300 Evergreen Park Drive, Olympia, at 6:30 p.m. on May 14, 1987.

The public is welcome at all Board and Council meetings. Contact the Office of Nuclear

Waste Management for more information.
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WARREN A. BISHOP
Chair

STATE OF WASHINGTON

NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD
Mail Stop PV-11 . Olympia, Washington 98504 * (206) 459-6670

MINUTES OF NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD MEETING

APRIL 17, 1987

1:30 p.m.
EFSEC Hearings Room
Rowesix, Building #1

4224 Sixth Avenue S.E.
Lacey, Washington 98504

Board Members Present

Warren A. Bishop, Chair
Curtis Eschels
Richard Watson, State Energy Office

Board Designees/Alternate Designees Present

Terry Strong, DSHS Alternate Designee
Ray Lasmanis, DNR Designee



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

sideration, that
disqualified."

the site should be

Introductory Remarks

As in the previous two Board meetings,
Mr. Bishop acknowledged the Board
members who were actively engaged in
the current Legislative session.

Minutes

A motion was entertained to approve the
Minutes of March 20, 1987 was moved,
seconded and carried. Approval of an
addendum to the Minutes was also
moved, seconded, and carried.

Correspondence

Terry Husseman updated the Board
members on recent developments and cor-
respondence. He referred to two letters
transmitted by USDOE. The first item
was a letter to Warren Bishop from
Stephen Kale, OCRWM, dated March 6,
1987. It related to a recent request for
additional information from USDOE
about the ongoing and planned activities
for site-characterization at Hanford. The
letter indicated that the outstanding
information would be provided in the
near future. Mr. Husseman said the
material would consist of individual
work packages and that the state antici-
pated being able to review the informa-
tion as USDOE went through its review
process to lift the stop work order. The
second item was a letter of response to
Mr. Bishop from Mr. Kale, dated April 7,
1987. The letter referred to the issue of
potential natural resources at the Han-
ford site and a petitioned request to
USDOE for a reevaluation of the natural
resources guideline, due to information
acquired after the final Environmental
Assessment (EA). Mr. Kale's response was
summarized as ". . . we do not believe
that the potential for natural resources is
so adverse as to constitute sufficient evi-
dence to conclude, without further con-

The next item of correspondence was a
letter that had been received by Secre-
tary Herrington from Governor Norman
H. Bangerter, Utah. The Governor had
requested USDOE immediately disqualify
the Davis and Lavender Canyon sites
from the nuclear waste repository site
selection process. This request was based
on the Department of Interior's review of
the final EA prepared in support of the
nomination of the Davis Canyon site and
the Interior's determination that the sites
should be disqualified. Ben Rusche's
response (OCRWM) to Governor
Bangerter's letter stated that Utah had
not been recommended as a finalist in
the nomination of sites to undergo site
characterization and was not currently
part of the siting process. However, if it
became necessary to again consider the
Utah sites for recommendation of sitc
characterization, USDOE would consider
all additional information at that time.

Mr. Husseman reported that Congressmen
Markey, Swift and Wyden had previously
requested Secretary Herrington's review
of the Weaver/Markey Subcommittee
staff investigation and findings on the
process that was used to select the first
high-level radioactive waste repository.
Secretary Herrington proceeded to dele-
gate the review of the Subcommittee's
report to Ben Rusche, Office of Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management
(OCRWM), the same office which had
been the subject of the investigation. In
a letter dated February 19, 1987, the
Congressmen again asked Secretary
Herrington to review the investigative
report. His response to that request
stated there was no reason to question the
general conclusions found in
Mr. Rusche's review of the Subcommit-
tee's report and to undertake a second
review of the investigations would not
improve the quality of the decision mak-



ing process necessary in carrying out the
program.

Johnston Bill

On March 25, 1987, bill S. 839 was intro-
duced to Congress by the Chairman of
the Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, Senator Johnston of
Louisiana. The bill proposed would
authorize the Secretary of Energy to
enter into incentive agreements with cer-
tain states and affected Indian tribes
concerning the storage and disposal of
high-level radioactive waste and spent
nuclear fuel. Mr. Husseman summarized
the bill as being an invitation to any
state or Indian nation to come forward
and negotiate with USDOE for a location
of the first repository site within its own
boundaries. The state or tribe would be
required to sign an agreement in which
the rights to judicial review would be
waived and would also give up the right
to file a notice of disapproval. Assuming
an agreement could be reached and upon
the signing of such an agreement, a $100
million cash payment would be provided
to the state or tribe. In addition, the bill
provides for annual payments of $100
million per year for as long as a reposi-
tory site is in operation. In regard to a
MRS facility, the bill provides for a $50
million cash payment, followed by $20
million per year for operation. Any state
receiving payments would be required to
transfer not less than 1/3 of the monies
to the local government affected by the
repository or MRS.

The Senate Energy Committee will hold a
hearing on S.839 on April 28 and 29,
1987. Mr. Husseman said the overall
response to the bill has shown a resound-
ing lack of interest. He noted that
Governor Bryant of Nevada has been
publicly quoted in stating this effort to
be "nuclear blackmail" and did not con-
sider the approach to be scientific.
Additionally, Governor Gardner has
responded that the state of Washington

has no interest in the invitation; the state
has advocated a scientific approach to
the site selection process and will con-
tinue to do so. Mr. Husseman informed
the Board member that as follow-up to
Senator Johnston's last hearing, the state
of Washington had prepared responses to
the Senator's questions. A description of
the state's technical concerns and its posi-
tion regarding the nuclear waste reposi-
tory program was contained in the
responses.

Mr. Husseman briefly discussed other
recent Congressional developments. The
first item was the U.S. Supreme Court's
denial to a petition filed by the state of
Tennessee. The petition had asked for a
review of the 6th Circuit decision that
determined USDOE did not have to con-
sult with Tennessee before the MRS pro-
posal was submitted to Congress. Upon
the Court's decision, USDOE presented
its MRS proposal to Congress the follow-
ing day. As follow-up to USDOE'S pre-
sentation, Mr. Husseman stated there
would undoubtedly be hearings on the
MRS proposal in the near future. The
second item dealt with language in Con-
gresswoman Lloyd's Subcommittee (of
The Science and Technology Committee)
budget recommendations. The recom-
mendations stated there should be no fur-
ther monies allocated for site characteri-
zation at Hanford or Deaf Smith. The
state of Nevada, however, should con-
tinue to receive such funds for, site char-
acterization and be given an opportunity
to consider what kind of incentives
would be adequate to result in an agree-
ment for Nevada to have a site
characterized.

Report on the Technical Meeting on the
Hanford Geohydrology Test Program

A technical meeting on the geohydrology
testing program was held April 7 - 9, in
Richland, Washington. The purpose of
the meeting was: (1) for the DOE to pre-
sent the planned program of geohydro-
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logic testing at the Hanford site to
establish a baseline that would precede
construction of the exploratory shaft; (2)
for the DOE to respond to concerns
raised by the NRC staff, states and tribes
at the December, 1985, meeting on BWIP's
geohydrology program and in the staff's
letter dated April 10, 1986; (3) for all
interested parties to reach agreement on
the planned testing program or to reach
agreement on how to resolve any major
concerns with the planned program.

An important issue raised prior to the
meeting dealt with a report that had been
prepared by a consultant of NRC in the
review of work completed by Rockwell
during June, 1986. The consultant's
report contained information on ground-
water travel time; it questioned the out-
come of the available data as being able
to support DOE's proposition that the
Hanford site could meet the 1,000 year
groundwater travel time test.
Mr. Husseman said the report concluded
there was a very small possibility the
Hanford site could, in fact, meet the
1,000 year groundwater travel time test.

The consultant, at that point in time,
informed the NRC it should ask DOE to
show cause why the Hanford site should
not be immediately disqualified. The
NRC proceeded to review the consultant's
report and a decision was reached that
stated "the consultant had boldly over-
stated its conclusion". Next, the NRC
made a request to the consultant for
another review of the work performed by
both Rockwell and the consultant. In
January, 1987, a re-review of the infor-
mation indicated that same basic conclu-
sion: there was a significant likelihood
that the Hanford site could not meet the
1,000 year groundwater travel time test.

Don Provost briefly described the back-
ground of the hydrology testing program.
The states, tribes, and NRC had exam-
ined the Site Characterization Report
upon its release and had concurred the

USDOE would have to perform large
scale tests on the proposed sites before
construction of the first exploratory
shaf t. Prior to that time, USDOE had
used small bore hole tests that revealed
information for relatively limited areas.
As a result of this factor, a large scale
hydrologic stress test had to be per-
formed in order to obtain values of a
wider area and average out the differ-
ences. In December, 1984 DOE held a
meeting to develop a concept for large
scale testing; agreement was reached on
the necessity of such a test, however,
there were no specific plans developed
regarding the implementation for testing.
A Task Force was formed and its func-
tion was to develop a strategy in carrying
out the large scale testing. Several
options were reviewed and the final deci-
sion was proposed that four new observa-
tion wells and a hydrologic baseline be
established. This would be followed up
with four large scale tests being con-
ducted out of RRL- (a well on the site
near the exploratory shaft). In addition,
tests of the Rocky Coulee flowtop, the
Cohassett flowtop, the Cohassett vesicular
zone, and the Birkett flowtop would also
be conducted; tracer tests and hydro-
chemical would also be done during this
process.

This proposal was presented to the states,
tribes, and NRC during the first day of
the April 7-9 meeting. Mr. Provost
reported there had been agreement
between all parties on the general direc-
tion of the proposal but each party had
certain concerns. Specific questions and
concerns were raised during the second
day of the meeting. (See Attachments for
Washington State's Preliminary Comments
and DOE's Response to Washington
State.)

In concluding the report of the Richland
meeting, Mr. Husseman discussed the the
drilling of the exploratory shaft. It was
assumed the purpose of the meeting was
to review a testing program that would
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establish the baseline prior to drilling the
first exploratory shaft. During the
course of the meeting, Ralph Stein,
USDOE Headquarters, commented that
the proposed program was to be com-
pleted before the exploratory shaft is
drilled into the basalts. When requested
to clarify his comment, Mr. Stein stated
that DOE is considering the possibility of
drilling the exploratory shaft
(approximately 400 feet) during the pre-
ES testing program. The state's prelimi-
nary comments (attached) note that if
USDOE decides to drill prior to comple-
tion of the pre-ES testing program, there
are certain criteria which must be con-
sidered first. The next point of consulta-
tion on this issue will be a workshop to
develop. criteria to determine when a
hydrologic baseline is established. It was
noted the baseline had to be established
before any drilling could start and this
process would entail several formal con-
sultations, thus making the proposed
schedule very optimistic.

USDOE Budget Information

Jerry White, Director, Waste Management
Division, USDOE discussed the budget
information regarding the Environmental
Protection and Defense Waste Manage-
ment Programs of the U.S. Department of
Energy. An assessment of USDOE's 1988
Fiscal Year Budget Request had been
done by Robert Alvarez, Director,
Nuclear Project (Environmental Policy
Institute). He said the data contained in
Mr. Alvarez's assessment had been
reviewed by the Richland Operation
Office and it was determined that cer-
tain narrative information contained in
the document was inaccurate and/or
misleading in terms of DOE and
Hanford. The total monies spent on
environmental protection for Atomic
Energy Defense Activities is not specifi-
cally identified in the Congressional
Budget document, therefore only the
USDOE can provide accurate figures for
the environmental spending.

In concurrence of the Environmental
Policy Institute report, the Operations
Office prepared an analysis of compara-
ble information on the planned USDOE
funding for Environmental, Safety, and
Health (ES&H) activities for FY 87 and
88 budget, as it exists in Congress today.
It was noted the FY 88 estimate was sub-
ject to change until funding levels and
specific projects were approved and
funds appropriated by Congress.
Mr. White said that the USDOE required
each Operations Office to submit ES&H
crosscuts for yearly programmatic bud-
gets estimates. As a result, updated esti-
mates were provided for FY 1987-FY
1989, however, the FY 1989 information
was embargoed from release until
reviewed by Congress.

Next, Mr. White discussed the future cap-
ital construction projects that would sup-
port the Defense Waste program. The
first project dealt with the proposed vit-
rification plant. Approximately $10 mil-
lion will be spent during FY 1987 for
conceptual design and technology to sup-
port the plant; the budget for FY 1989
allows for $7.5 million to authorize pro-
ceeding with final design and construc-
tion for the vitrification plant. The next
project centered around a grout facility.
The facility would be constructed sepa-
rately from the vitrification plant due to
the non-related EIS work it would sup-
port. He noted that an agreement had
not been met as to whether or not such a
facility should proceed, however, if an
agreement was met the next step for the
implementation of the grout facility
would be to seek operating expenses the
program. The third project was a facility
that would process the transuranic wastes
into a form acceptable for disposal in the
Waste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP) in
New Mexico.

Curtis Eschels commented on the pro-
posed vitrification plant in terms of a
line item approach vs. an operating bud-
get approach. He felt it was appropriate
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to pursue the line items for the clean up
of existing problems, however part of the
costs for defending the country should
include the upgrading of environmental
safety aspects. Mr. White concurred with
Mr. Eschels' concept and reiterated the
need for additional funding in the
Defense Waste Program. Mr. White
acknowledged that the information pro-
vided did not contain construction cost
information for the South Carolina vitri-
fication plant. He agreed to provide the
information.

Hanford Iodine Review Board Report

John Dickman, Director of Hanford Util-
ities, Telecommunication, and Trans-
portation, noted that prior to his position
at Hanford he was Director of Rockwell
Defense Waste Programs. Mr. Dickman
said that the purpose of his presentation
was to review the scope and the reason
for the study of Iodine-129 in the
groundwater at Hanford. The study is
presently in the formative stages for
reviewing the findings and determining
the conclusions, however, information
and copies of the report would be made
available to the Board when the study
was completed.

During November 1986, Rockwell execu-
tive management requested an intercon-
tractor working group review the Iodine-
129 data in groundwater at Hanford.
The working group has been comprised
of various members f rom the
Rockwell/Hanford organization and also
the Pacific Northwest Laboratories.
Mr. Dickman said the members' back-
ground consisted of expertise in sciences,
geochemistry, well drilling, laboratory
methods, and chemical analysis. They
were chartered by Rockwell management
to gather, summarize and evaluate any
and all information pertaining to Iodine-
129 in the Hanford groundwater.

Mr. Dickman described Iodine-129 as
being a decay product that was generated

in the reactor f uel cycle. It had an
extremely long halflife of 16 million
years and was also found to be a product
in the weapons testing program. The
study was initiated as an assurance that
all data on the subject of Iodine-129 and
groundwater was properly collected and
available to all relevant programs. He
said the history of Hanford (back to the
period of 1940) shows that prior envi-
ronmental monitoring programs had
taken place. The first study of Iodine-
129 began in the late 1950's, when analy-
sis methods were developed, and contin-
ued into the early 1960's. Accordingly,
the working group has gathered reports,
raw data, drilling and sampling logs,
copies of data bases and working papers
for its evaluation, qualification, and
summary of information related to
Iodine- 129.

A brief overview of study presently
shows: 1) iodine concentrations found in
the unconfined aquifers at Hanford have
been routinely reported in Pacific
Northwest Laboratories annual environ-
mental reports; 2) Iodine-129 has been
detected in the confined aquifers and all
cases of concentrations below EPA drink-
ing water standards; 3) some of the sam-
ples in the confined aquifers show read-
ings above "background levels". The
principle reason for the working group's
review of data is the existence of the
above background readings in the con-
fined aquifers. Mr. Dickman stated that
there was reason to suspect particular
data due to the way drilling had been
performed and how samples had been
taken. He said the primary purpose of
the working group was to review each
piece of data and determine its relation-
ship in this manner. Additionally, the
data could be relevant for two reasons:
I) the understanding to the pathways for
the Hanford effluents; and 2) the under-
standing to hydrology of the Hanford
basalts, as they may affect the suitability
of Hanford as a repository.
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Mr. Husseman inquired as to what the
working group's future scope of work on
the study would be. Mr. Dickman
responded that all data would be traced
back to its origin to determine what ele-
ments were involved in the actual docu-
mentation of information. The data
would then be validated for future use.
He noted there were approximately 1,000
analysis in the database on Iodine-129 in
the Hanford groundwater; approximately
200 of the analysis pertain to the con-
fined aquifer system. The database and
a final report would be made available.

Mr. Husseman referred to a letter, dated
March 16, 1976, indicating the presence
of Iodine-129 in confined aquifers near
Gable Mountain Pond (see attachment).
The letter also contained a recommenda-
tion for a study that would determine if
any contaminants from previous disposal
operations had reached the confined
aquifers. He asked if the current data
available to the working group indicated
whether or not such a study had ever
been performed. Mr. Dickman reported
that a study, known as a confined
aquifer study program (CASP) was done
during the 1970's and that a series of
wells designated as DB wells were drilled.
This study specifically sampled Iodine-
129 in the groundwater. He stated sam-
ples from the wells were part of the data
that would be evaluated.

The discussion continued. Mr. Husseman
asked if the samples were referenced in
the EA on the repository program.
Mr. Dickman said he could not answer
that question as he was not familiar with
the EA program. Mr. Husseman
responded that it was the state's under-
standing they had not been referenced.
Next, Mr. Husseman inquired if the
Iodine-129 study was being funded by
the repository program. Mr. Dickman
responded that the study was funded,
basically, under a general account from
the Director of Safety and Quality
Assurances Office. The working group

had been formed independent of any
program and the study had been deter-
mined to be applicable to the monitoring
program, defense waste program, basalt
program, in addition to the repository
program. Mr. Husseman commented that
it would be significant if, in fact, it was
shown that there was a connection
between the unconfined and confined
aquifers. Also, if this information was
available when the EA's had been pre-
pared, why wasn't it included in the EA.

Don Provost stated the March 16, 1976
letter had been transmitted by R.A. Deju,
Program Manager for the BWIP project.
He said the study report had been
requested by Mr. Deju but there has not
been any record of the study information
being within the system. To the best of
the state's knowledge this material was
also not contained in the Site Characteri-
zation Report or the EA as references.
Mr. Provost inquired if the data cur-
rently being reviewed included data from
off site. Mr. Dickman responded that a
series of 5-6 off site wells, directly east
of the WPPSS reactors, had been sampled.
Next, Mr. Provost asked if the working
group's records showed whether or not
any of the Department of Energy's
actions had been based on the findings of
previous Iodine-129 information.
Mr. Dickman reiterated that the early to
mid- 1970's confined aquifer study had
been performed as a result of the ele-
vated levels of Iodine-129 found in sam-
ples taken from wells located across the
river. He said the wells had been drilled
and placed in strategic positions due to
conclusions that there was indeed, during
that time, a migration in the confined
aquifers. Further analysis and available
data shows that the elevation of Iodine-
129 in the wells (located across the river
and east of the site) is not much differ-
ent than those wells found scattered
around the state of Washington. He said
that it is concluded the levels of iodine
found in the confined aquifers are
mainly due to background atmospheric
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fallout/rainout. Mr. Dickman was asked
if any other federal agencies had per-
formed studies on Iodine-129. He com-
mented that the Inspector General had
started an investigation approximately
two years ago, however, no information
had been issued.

Seismic Profile Status

Ray Lasmanis discussed the issue of pos-
sible natural resources located at the
Hanford site, specifically, the presence of
natural gas. He reported there were
three potential structural natural gas
traps. They are as follows: 1) Accumu-
lation of natural gas produced in the
basalt, such as found in the Rattlesnake
Hills during the late 1930's - early 1940's;
2) An anticline or structure located
beneath the basalt cover in the sedimen-
tary rocks and would show no expression
whatsoever in the surface; and 3) A fault
trap resulting from gas that has been
trapped between faulted structures. The
various ways to search for the potential
structures are as follows: 1) Deep hole
concept; 2) Refraction seismic lines; 3)
Gravity and magneto telluric (MT) sur-
veys; and 4) Reflection seismic surveys.
The Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) contends there are significant gas
potentials around the Hanford area and
throughout the Columbia Basin. The
Hanford site is somewhat benign in terms
of its surface structure and natural gas
accumulation in the basalt; however, nat-
ural gas traps may be present in the
structure located beneath the basalt or
faulted structures in the sedimentary
rocks.

Mr. Lasmanis said that DNR had devel-
oped a phased approach for a reflection
seismic survey that would locate possible
hidden exploration targets for petroleum
beneath the Hanford site. (See attached
Hypothetical Seismic Program.) The
DNR's proposed survey would include
the acquisition of a ten-mile experimen-
tal seismic line that would be traversed

repeatedly as necessary to optimize
acquisition parameters. This would be
followed up by an acquisition of two
regional seismic lines (75-mile lines) and
would be used to investigate the potential
for geologic structure conducive to natu-
ral gas accumulation located within the
accessible environment.

Mr. Lasmanis requested the Board's rec-
ommendation of support on the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources' proposed
reflection seismic study for the Hanford
site; and also the Board's endorsement of
the Department of Natural Resources'
request for a grant proposal amendment
of approximately $20,000 to support the
preparation of a technical RFP. The
RFP would address the issue of natural
gas potential under the Hanford site and
would be aimed at developing the reflec-
tion seismic program to obtain answers to
the question of possible gas potentials. A
motion was made to recommend and
endorse the Department of Natural
Resources' request of a reflection seismic
study. The motion was moved, seconded,
and carried.

Committee Reports

High-Level Waste Definition, Technical
Workine Group: Joe Stohr reported that
on February 27, 1987 the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission issued an
Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemak-
ing which contained their proposed defi-
nition of high-level waste and attempts to
redefine high-level wastes on the basis of
the inherent risks to health and the envi-
ronment. This proposal was made under
authority granted by the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act. Previous definitions were
made on the basis of the process or the
source of the wastes. As part of the
rulemaking process the NRC has solicited
public comment on alternative
approaches for developing a revised def-
inition. The comment period ends April
29, 1987; the Commission is currently
considering extending the comment

-7-



period to 60 days but has not done so
thus far.

On March 19, 1987 the Board's eight leg-
islative members requested the establish-
ment of a technical working group to
develop comments on the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission's proposed definition
of high-level waste. The following
groups were contacted for participation:
1) Washington Institute for Public Policy;
2) Washington Legislative Staff; 3)
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council;
4) Department of Social and Health Ser-
vices; 5) Department of Ecology; and 6)
Attorney General's Office. The working
group had specifically been requested to
review the implications the definition
might have on the reprocessing wastes at
Hanford and the potential volumes of
waste that would be disposed in deep
geologic repositories. The major concerns
center on four points: 1) Modifications
to the Scope of the Commission's Author-
ity; 2) Conflicting Definitions of High-
Level Waste; 3) Impacts on Regulatory
Authorities of Other Agencies; and 4)
Lack of Information Necessary to Evalu-
ate the Impact of the Commission's Pro-
posals. Mr. Stohr said a draft version of
the comments to NRC's redefinition of
high-level waste had been included as
handout information for the Board's
review. The comments will be sent to the
NRC for review and incorporation in a
proposed rulemaking. It was noted that
the Commission had estimated nine
months to one year for issuance of their
proposal. The state will have another
opportunity to develop and submit com-
ments at that time.

Charles Roe, Senior Assistant Attorney
General, commented that the redefinition
of high-level waste would not change the
NRC's regulatory authority to license
materials presently contained in the
Hanford tanks, regardless of conditions.
He said that USDOE, however, views this
matter differently. Mr. Husseman
inquired if the NRC agreed with the

position that the current definition of
high-level wastes contained in the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act defines all
wastes in the single and double shell
tanks as high-level wastes. Mr. Roe said
it was his understanding that the NRC
believes most, if not all, wastes contained
in tanks during the period of 1974 - 1982
were considered high-level wastes. He
reiterated the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
definition does not alter the NRC's
authority to regulate the licensing of
wastes presently contained in tanks,
regardless of change in the definition of
high-level wastes. The issue of NRC's
authority to regulate the low-level mixed
wastes that would result from the redefi-
nition of high-level wastes is not clearly
defined, nor is it addressed in the
Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemak-
ing. Additionally, the low-level mixed
wastes would not have to meet EPA
Standards for disposal. Mr. Stohr noted
this issue had been addressed in the
state's comments on the Draft EIS.

Mr. Bishop requested the Board's
approval of the draft Comments on the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.
In lieu of the NRC's proposed 60 day
extension, he also requested the Board's
authorization for Office staff to con-
tinue their effort in preparing the Com-
ments for submittal. The Board con-
curred with Mr. Bishop's requests.

Environmental Monitorina Committee:
Terry Strong reported that the committee
met on April 10, 1987. Presentations on
groundwater monitoring at the Hanford
Reservation were given during the meet-
ing. He commented that PNL and USGS
differed in their respective descriptions
of groundwater monitoring efforts in
terms of defining travel time. USGS
defines the travel time of radioisotope as
the arrival of the first isotope from the
source; PNL defines travel time as the
arrival of the maximum concentration.
Although the monitoring results may not
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differ greatly, he said, the use of two
travel time definitions may be confusing
to the public and suggested the agencies
use the same definitions.

Sam Reed, Council member was present
to discuss the Environmental Radiation
Monitoring, Surveillance and Emergency
Response Program. He stated that the
funding issue was a major concern for
the Program. In 1985 the Legislature
make a decision to fund all activities
that were related to radiation monitoring,
surveillance and emergency response out
of monies, derived from disposal fees of
the low-level waste site (with the excep-
tion of a small BWIP contract for moni-
toring and licensees from whom fees are
covered). Since that time, there has been
a volume reduction of approximately 70%
in the low-level waste material being dis-
posed. Additionally, the staffing level of
7.5 people has decreased to 4 people
because of funds. In an effort to find a
solution to the radiation monitoring
problem, Mr. Reed informed the Board
members the Advisory Council had taken
action in the form of a motion. The
motion expressed the Advisory Council's
concern and requested the Board to sim-
ilarly go on record in expressing it's con-
cern and take whatever action deemed
appropriate for the stability and continu-
ation of an adequate radiation monitor-
ing program. In closing, he encouraged
the Board's favorable consideration of
the idea expressed in the motion.

Curtis Eschels concurred in the need to
address the issue of funding for the
radiation monitoring program.
Mr. Strong commented that a prior $1.2
million request from the general fund
had been made and had been included in
the Governor's budget but had not passed
in the process of the House and Senate.
Due to the original request, Mr. Eschels
responded that the matter could be
brought to the attention of the appropri-
ate Senators and House members for
review during the interim.

A motion was made to direct the Board's
consideration of the radiation monitoring
program in its request that the matter of
funding be intensely reviewed during the
Legislators interim session and bring
attention to the restoration of the $1.2
million funding request contained in the
Governor's budget. It was further
directed that the Board continue taking
action that was appropriate and consis-
tent with it authority to find a solution
in regard to the radiation monitoring
program. The motion was moved, sec-
onded, and carried.

Defense Waste Committee: The Defense
Waste Committee did not meet during the
month of April.

Hanford Historical Documents Review
Committee: Terry Husseman reported the
HHDRC had reached an agreement on
the structure of a joint dose reconstruc-
tion study between the USDOE and
itself. The agreed structure called for a
Technical Steering Panel that would con-
sist of nationally recognized individuals
who were preeminent in their profes-
sional fields. The TSP members would be
selected by the Peer Review Panel from
nominations made by the HHDRC,
USDOE, states/tribes, and public nomina-
tions and would provide technical over-
sight to the Hanford Environmental Dose
Reconstruction (HEDR) Project.
Mr. Husseman said a provision for unre-
stricted access to information by the
HHDRC and its staff was also contained
in the agreement for the joint dose recon-
struction study. He noted the agreement
to go forward with the joint Dose Recon-
struction Study Project was contingent on
USDOE's commitment to fund a thyroid
morbidity pilot study. Future negotia-
tions would be conducted between the
HHDRC, USDOE/PNL to pursue the
unresolved issues.
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Socioeconomic Committee:

Curtis Eschels reported the contract with
Impact Assessment Inc. (the contractor
selected for the preparation of an impact
report as provided in the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act) has undergone several revi-
sions and a grant award for $1,131,916
has been submitted by USDOE-Richland.
There have been several technical con-
cerns noted by USDOE. He said two
issues of potential concern raised by
USDOE are: the scope of review; and the
level of detail at which review occurs.
To date, the Board has emphasized the
need for an independent state impact
report and will not allow USDOE to
influence the concerns to be raised in the
impact report or the methodologies or the
individuals to be used in preparation of
the report. Mr. Eschels commented that
these issues have delayed initiation of
work and that clarification with USDOE
on the separate responsibilities for con-
tract review management would be
pursued.

The contract between the Department of
Ecology and the Mid Columbia Consor-
tium was still to be reviewed by the
respective entities. If signed, the agree-
ment will be submitted to USDOE for
funding. Mr. Eschels said the proposed
budget of $388,000 would support the
involvement of thirteen local govern-
ments in the review of the state's impact
report and in the calculation of payments
equal to taxes (PETT) due those local
government which qualify for such pay-
ments. A motion was made for the
Board's approval of the contract between
the Department of Ecology and the Mid
Columbia Consortium. It was further
moved that the Board recommend the
signing of the contract to the Department
of Ecology. The motion was moved, sec-
onded, and carried.

A draft agreement between the Intergov-
ernmental Resource Center and the Board
had been signed by the Center and sub-

mitted to USDOE for funding. He said
if the requested budget of $57,503 is
awarded, the contract would then be
forwarded to the Department of Ecology
for signature. In addition, a draft
agreement between the Department of
Ecology and the Cowlitz Wahkiakum
Governmental Conference has also been
submitted to USDOE for funding in the
amount of $50,347.

The Office and the Department of
Revenue has prepared an interagency
agreement to support involvement by the
Department of Revenue in the calcula-
tion of payments equal to taxes.
Mr. Eschels said this agreement calls for
all work to be performed by the Depart-
ment and would replace the previous
agreement in which the Department had
to contract for appraisals. He noted the
funding would be provided by the
USDOE and expected initiation of work
to start within a month.

State Legislation Status

Linda Steinmann briefly summarized the
following legislative proposals relating to
high-level nuclear waste. She said S.
5164: Radioactive Materials Interstate
Agreement had been delivered to the
Governor; S. 5351: Supplemental Appro-
priations had been signed into law; S.
5377: Department of Public Health was
on the House calendar for floor action;
H. 265: Cancer Registry/Establish did not
make the-first cut off and had not been
resurrected by a budget proviso; H. 385:
Radioactive Waste/Entry had passed the
Senate but not yet delivered to the
Governor; H. 639: Nuclear Accident
Response Study had been resurrected by
other budget and provides for $30,000 to
study emergency response for transporta-
tion accidents; H. 991: Federal Nuclear
Facilities/Enforcement was active due to
a floor amendment to S. 5071; SJM. 4023:
Radioactive Waste Cleanup/Hanford had
passed the Senate.
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Federal Legislation

Charles Roe reported S. 843 was intro-
duced to Congress by Senator Stafford of
Vermont. The bill provides for a $7 bil-
lion cap on the use of the Nuclear Waste
Fund and contains direct federal com-
mitment to full compensation for all
damages that exceed the $7 billion
amount as a "legal right". The Senate
Environment Committee has set a hearing
for April 30, 1987 to review S. 843.
Another bill (S.748) introduced by
Senator Johnston, was based on the
Simpson-McClure bill of the 1986 session.
It has a $6 billion cap and covers only
damages arising from USDOE contrac-
tors' activities. A mark-up session is set
for 9:00 a.m. on April 8, 1987 by the
Senate Energy Committee to consider S.
748.

Public Comment

None. There being no further business,
the meeting was adjourned.
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Washington State's Preliminary Comments
April 8, 1987

Preliminary to our comments on the hydrology program, since these will
be considered our formal comments. I must repeat so that the record
will reflec that we believe DOE should not have selected Hanford as one
of the 3 final sites - least safe - most costly of those under consideration
and we submit that Hanford should be eliminated before the program goes
forward - we are and will continue to aggressively pursue this object
in the congress and the courts.

However, until we are successful in those efforts, we will continue to
participate fully in the site characterization process and carry out
our role as called for in the NWPA.

1. Based on the objectives of the pre-ES Hydrology Testing program,
we cannot accept the DOE recommended approach. In our opinion, a "yellow
flag" is already flying (1000 yr GW TT issue) and the testing program
must be designed accordingly. We understand that DOE does not agree
that a yellow flag is flying, we believe the responsible approach requires
that DOE immediately request the Hydrology Task Force to develop a testing
program designed to resolve the 1000 GWTT issue prior to beginning to
drill the exploratory shaft. (The Task Force work product should include
a description of the testing required and a schedule which is integrated
with the overall pre-ES hydrology program schedule).

2. The proposed strategies to investigate disqualifying conditions lists
evaluation criteria which are defined as conditions that are so severe
as to be indicated of potential disqualification. The criteria listed
are severe conditions which if found should require disqualification.
The final hydrology criteria should include the following:

Criteria 1: Severe conditions, which if found, should require disqualification
(red card).

Criteria 2: A range of conditions, which if found, are indicative of
serious problems requiring further evaluations and/or
investigations prior to continuation of pre-ES hydrology
studies (yellow card).

Criteria 3: The expected range of conditions.

The state of Washington's position is that, data from earlier BWIP studies
have already identified a range of conditions indicative of serious problems.

3. The schedule must be redone to include adequate opportunity for meaning-
ful consultation with states/tribes. Meaningful consultation includes:

a. Materials provided in advance.
b. Face to face discussion of issues (right people).
c. Response to concerns.



Consultation points should be agreed upon based on the concepts laid
out in STP 1.1. Scientific study must not be compromised by management
driven schedules.

4. Premature drilling of ES

The hydrology program we have been discussing is called the pre-ES hydrology
program. To us that meant that drilling of the ES will not commence
until the test program is satisfactorily completed and the results are
analyzed. If USDOE Headquarters decides to consider beginning to drill
prior to completion of the pre-ES hydrology testing program, before they
add such activity to the schedule DOE Headquarters will:

1. Immediately notify states/tribes that the idea is under consideration,
and

2. Request the hydrology task force to assess the potential impacts
of such actions on the pre-ES hydrology program, and

3. Distribute the task force study to the states and tribes, and
4. Consult with states and tribes after adequate opportunity to review

the task force study.

5. Hydrologic studies are being conducted with insufficient attention
to geologic structures which could provide pathways. Groundwater movement
on faults and shears appears to be discounted. Drillers' logs of all
holes in basalt should be reviewed for lost circulation and where it
exists the cause(s) should be determined. Non-darcian flow and fracture
porosity should be evaluated and, if possible, modeled to determine its
effect on 1000 year and 10,000 year travel time standards. Existing
and new geophysical information on the CASZ should be analyzed for discrete
structures and these should be drilled.

6. USDOE must make a commitment to comply with all state permits and
regulations related to the hydrology program.



DOE Response to State o-. Washington

1. DOE current information on geohydrologic conditions suggests

with high probability that GWTT will exceed 1000 years, and

thus~did not orient the pre-ES testing program solely around

this issue. The DOE has documented its position in detail in

its final Environmental Assessment for the Hanford site. In

making findings in the EA, DOE considered fully comments from

all interested parties. Because of this, the task force has

the
addressed ,problem appropriately, and did not focus on

resolving the issue of GWTT prior to ES construction.

atvec cnSHy dfa &.. tm iOfg-d

2. The DOE cannot agree with the Washington State Comment. We

believe that the evaluation criteria provided in the Options

Paper are suitable to meet the objectives of providing an

early indication of the presence Cf a disqualifying

condition.

The geohydrologic data derived from the pre-ES testing

program may be representative of only that part of the

"Controlled Area Study Zone" (CASZ.) in proximity to the RRL--Z

test pumping center. Therefore, if the data colleced in the

proposed pre-ES testing program (Option D) equal or exceed

any of the evaluation criteria, the possible presence cf a

disqualifying condition may be indicated, but not necessarily

throughout the CASZ. Disqualification of the site on s,\h



in-Fvrrmat i alUone woUld nIot be appr opriate. However, as

illustrated in the logic diagram in Figure 1 of Appendi:. C of

the Option Paper, reanalysis of available data may be deemed

necessary. Reanalysis may result in additional tests not

previously included in the pre-ES test plan. The reanalysis

and additional testing would be directed toward determining

whether geohydrologic characteristics that combine to

indicate a disqualifying condition are sufficiently pervasive

in the CASZ to warrant terminating site characterization.

DOE considers that the evaluation criteria as presented in

Exhibit IV of the Options Paper are appropriate for carrying

out such an evaluation.

3. DOE agrees with this comment and will revise the schedule to

indicate adequate opportunities for meaningful interactions

with the States and Indian Tribes. As indicated in the DOE

response to the NRC on this subject, DOE will interact with

the NRC, States, and Indian Tribes at the following decision

points:

o issuance of study plans and draft TDCS;

o prior to proceeding to drill DC-Z4 and -75;

o at completion of the hydrologic baseline monitorings

program;

o before and after each hydrologic zone is tested;

o at the planned termination of the pre-ES testing program;

and
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o at any t'imTe that a major change =s contemplated to the

pre-ES geohydrologic testing program.

These proposed interactions are consistent with the concepts

laid out in STP 1.1.

4. Premature drilling of ES

The Department has not made a decision to drill the ES

through the sedimentary layers prior to completion of the

pre-ES testing. DOE will not initiate such drilling if it

will compromise the integrity of pre-ES test program as

described in the Options paper.

Further, the Department has not decided to evaluate the

technical aspects of this drilling, in particular the effects

on the pre-ES test program. If such a decision is made, the

Department will inform the States and other participants of

the decision and its plans to implement the evaluation,

keeping in mind the steps proposed by the State to implement

the process.

5. Geologic structures potentially affecting groundwater flow

will be characterized in the pre-ES and post-ES components of

the characterization effort. At least two large-scale

hydraulic stress (LHS) tests will be performed in the pre-ES

period. It is expected that these tests will be able to

indicate the presence of hydrologically significant geologic



fSatuLre, in the near-repository area that may affect site

performance. Post-ES LHS tests are specifically designed to

assess the hydrologic behavior of structural features that

are suspected boundaries of the site groundwater flow system.

LHS and small-scale tests are expected to provide suf-ficient

data to formulate defensible conceptual and numerical models

to assess site performance. Test data will be analyzed to

evaluate the potential for non-Darcian flow. Evaluation of

lost circulation and other drilling data for their

geohydrologic significance is a normal field operation

practice at BWIP.

6. The issue of state permits was not the subject of the work-

shop and was not discussed. However, the Department of

Energy plans to fully comply with all applicable Federal,

State, and Local regulatory and permitting requirements

during the conduct of the BWIP hydrology program. The BWIP

environmental regulatory compliance plan will define the

broad-base approach to assuring that all site

characterization activities are conducted in a manner

consistent with applicable regulations. A key element in the

environmental compliance planning process is the BWIP

environmental review procedure. This procedure, which is

currently in place, requires a full regulatory compliance

review prior to approving the conduct of any BWIP site

characterization activity.
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-ftur studies of the geology underlying thw pond
areas and detail gravity work I this a ve

-revealed the possibility of breaching of -the
.1basalts just under the subject pod. 'figures 1
and 2 show two cross-sections through Gable
M . o.untain Pond. Figure 3 shows the'location oL.

* Jhe .wells used In making the cross-sections.

r- -e'ent studies on contamination of Cable Mountain
West Lakes and the confined aqifes to

. .e -vicinity of these water Wien have revealed
-the pres of 129,1s 60 .., ''o' .a6en& other
'ad iocontaninants In these waters. Table 1
(attached) shows a summary of the levis of
contamination thus found and compares the resLIts
to levels found in the Columbia River.

In view of the potential disposal of Purex wastes
P to Gable Mountain Pond once the plant Is restarted.

I would recommend conducting a study to determine
whether or not any contaminants from Frevious
disposal operations Into the pond have reachec
the confined aquifers. I also recomend determin-

_ ing how far below the surface of West Lake we
find the Mabton Interbed Aquifer and whether or
not this aquifer is connected to West Lake.
The importance of this interbed lies in the fact
that this is the aquifer used in aost irrigation
operations. I propose that we sample the struc-
tures shown in Figure 4 for the constituents
listed in Table 2. I also propose that we drill
a new core well near vent Lake down to the Nabton
Formation. since we presently have a coring rig
working at Hanfords I recommend that the existing
coring contract be expanded to cover this addi-
tional well. Table 3 outlines the cost of
conducting the additional work. The total co!t
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HYPOTHETICAL
SCHEDULE,

SEISMIC
SCOPE, I

PROGRAM:
3UDGET

AUGUST, 1987 - PREPARATION OF RFP ETC.

INCLUDES PRELIMINARY STUDIES SUCH AS MAPPING OF KNOWN SEISMIC
VELOCITIES, MAPPING THICKNESSES OF WEATHERED ROCKS AND SOIL,
DETERMINATION OF PRELIMINARY ACQUISITION PARAMETERS, SOLICITATION
OF INDUSTRY/PEER REVIEW. AND FINALIZING LINE LOCATIONS

SEPTEMBER, 1987 - SOLICIT DIRECT INDUSTRY SUPPORT

$. TECHNICAL INPUT

OCTOBER, 1987 - SOLICIT BIDS FOR ACQUISITION AND
PROCESSING OF SEISMIC DATA

APPLICANTS WILL BE LIMITED TO THOSE COMPANIES WHICH HAVE HAD
RECENT SUCCESS IN ACQUIRING DATA IN THE COLUMBIA BASIN

NOVEMBER, 1987 - SELECTION OF ACQUISITION AND
INTERPRETATION CONTRACTORS

mgz. WM w mmum rmgZT $lum. TOET@Waric TE. -e;t

APRIL, 1988 - ACQUISITION OF A TEN-MILE
EXPERIMENTAL SEISMIC LINE.

THIS LINE VILL BE TRAVERSED REPEATEDLY AS NECESSARY TO OPTIMIZE

ACQUISITION PARAMETERS

:.5



MAY, 1988 - PRELIMINARY PROCESSING OF THE

EXPERIMENTAL LINE BY THE ACQUISITION CONTRACTOR

JUNE TO SEPTEMBER, 1988 - ACQUISITION OF TWO
REGIONAL SEISMIC LINES (75 LINE-MILES)

THESE LIKES WILL BE USED TO INVESTIGATE THE POTENTIAL FOR GEOLOGIC
STRUCTURE CONDUCIVE TO NATURAL GAS ACCUMULATION LOCATED WITHIN
THE 'ACCESSIBLE ENVIRONMENT. THESE STRUCTURES INCLUDE POTENTIAL
FAULT AND/OR ANTICLINAL TRAPS. THE REGIONAL ASPECT OF THESE LINES
SHOULD REDUCE INTERPRETATION ERROR BY AIDING IN RECOGNITION OF
DISTINCTIVE SEISMIC WAVE-FORMS AND ALLOWING CROSS-CHECKING OF THE
INTERPRETATION USING SOLID GEOMETRY.

THESE LINES MAY ALSO YIELD INTERPRETATIONS LEADING TO RECOGNITION
OF FAULTING WITHIN THE REFERENCE REPOSITORY AREA.

Mr rFMUC kMITIM IEI DZM - b3oSwsS3D

JUNE, 1988 - PROCESSING TURKEY SHOOT

FIVE PROCESSING-CONTRACTORS WITH RELEVANT EXPERIENCE IN
PROCESSING DATA FROM AREAS HAVING STRUCTURAL AND STRATIGRAPHIC
COMPLEXITIES ANALOGOUS TO THE COLUMBIA BASIN VILL BE GIVEN RAW
DATA FROM THE EXPERIMENTAL LINE. EACH CONTRACTOR VILL BE ASKED TO
PROCESS THESE DATA. THE CONTRACTOR PRODUCING A SUPERIOR PRODUCT
WHICH DOES NOT RELY ON COMPUTER ENHANCEMENT OF THE RAW DATA VILL
BE SELECTED TO PROCESS THE REMAINDER OF THE DATA.

= I',W ad ZUE1 - bA 011

JULY, 1988 SELECTION OF A PROCESSING CONTRACTOR



AUGUST - DECEMBER, 1988 - PROCESSING OF SEISMIC
DATA

V&-A1L &IDIM MAIL M =Mm(B mtSz - 3R(DA

AUGUST, 1988 - MARCH, 1989 - INTERPRETATION OF
SEISMIC DATA

BUl Lr~ &BIDUUM& u IPM&UTDIE AT - ONL(D)



RICHARD H. WATSON
Director

STATE OF WASHINGTON

WASHINGTON STATE ENERGY OFFICE
400 E. Union, 1st Floor, ER-11 * Olympia, Washington 98504-2411 * (206) 586-5000

April 17, 1987

MEMOYRANDUM

TO: Nuclear Waste-, ard, Transportation Committee Members

FROM: Pat Tangora 4 V'

SUBJECT: March-April Transportation Committee Meeting Notes

The Transportation Committee held one meeting for March and April on April 2 due
to scheduling conflicts. The following items were discussed:

Planning for WIPP Shipments USDOE is intending to begin shipments of transuranic
waste to the Waste Isolation Pilot Project in New Mexico in 1988-89 and estimates that
about 146 truck shipments per year would be coming from Hanford. Pat Tangora is
working with Oregon and committee members to develop an agenda for June 23, when
USDOE will come to Washington to discuss transportation issues such as routing,
provisions for state inspections, and emergency response.

The transportation package for WIPP shipments, commonly referred to as t" TRUPACT I"
continues to be unresolved. TRUPACT I has been designed to maximize payload and
incorporates continuous filtered venting to equalize any internal pressure buildup that
may occur.

Both the State of New Mexico and now USDOE's own transportation package certification
office have indicated that the single-containment, vented aspects of the design do not
comply with NRC standards. USDOE has stated that it will only use a certified package
and has been pursuing design of TRUPACT II. Recently, however, USDOE also petitioned
USDOT to enter rulemaking in order to allow single-containment, vented packages for
transporting transuranic waste. USDOT rejected the petition on the basis of insufficient
information. It is not clear what USDOE will do in response.

Draft Western Interstate Energy Board (WIEB) Routing Task Force Narrative The WIEB
high-level waste committee has a task force looking at highway routing and repository
shipments and had WIEB staff prepare a draft paper on the task force's recommendations.
Transportation Committee members provided Pat Tangora with comments on the draft
paper and on her comments to WIEB staff. Committee members stated that they believed
that recommendations were premature and that a thorough public process and discussion
of the issues and alternatives was needed.
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A number of other transportation meetings were/are also being held during April. (At the
April 7-9 WIEB meeting, staff was directed to redraft the Task Force paper into a
discussion paper analyzing alternatives that could then be used by individual- state
members to start discussions at the local level.)

Pat Tangora and Max Power attended the WIEB high-level waste committee meeting on
April 7, 8 and 9. The meeting focused on setting committee priorities over the next six
months and several years. Some of the priority issues identified included: reviewing the
NRC modal study which relates NRC's cask performance standards to historical accidents
and other issues affecting cask design; continuing to work on routing issues ; and scoping
issues related to mode selection. Pat Tangora was asked to head the committee task force
looking at the modal study and cask issues.

Aileen Jeffries (Office of Radiation Protection) and Bill Bennett (Emergency
Management) attended a meeting to discuss emergency response and WIPP shipments with
other states on April 10.

Pat Tangora and Max Power are attending a meeting on April 17 to discuss transportation
issues with representatives of the Umatilla, Yakima and Nez Perce tribes.

USDOE will be holding its transportation coordinating group meeting on April 28 and 29 in
Salt Lake City.

PT/dlh/B-R59-33
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MINUTES OF NUCLEAR WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL MEETING

April 17, 1987

9:00 a.m.
4224-6th Ave. S.E., Bldg. 6

Lacey, WA 98503

Council Members Present:

Warren A. Bishop, Chair
Phil Bereano
Nancy Hovis

Valoria Loveland
Sam Reed

Betty Shreve
Jim Worthington



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

Minutes

Warren Bishop, Chair, suggested no action
be taken on the March 19 1:00 p.m. and
7:30 p.m. minutes until Council members
have had a chance to review them fur-
ther. Also, a public comment section will
be added to the 1:00 p.m. meeting min-
utes. Mr. Bishop stated it is not the
Council's intent that the public feel they
are not receiving the proper attention for
the comments they make. Council mem-
bers were advised copies of the minutes
they currently have will not be mailed to
them again.

Recent Events and CorresDondence

Mr. Husseman reported on a week-long
meeting in Richland regarding the pre-
exploratory shaft hydrology program
USDOE is proposing. The purpose of the
meeting was for USDOE to present their
proposed pre-exploratory shaft hydrologi-
cal testing program, which is basically
the testing program designed to establish
the baseline prior to disturbing the
groundwater with the exploratory shaft.
Mr. Husseman felt it was the best exam-
ple of consultation since he has been in
the program. The meeting was primarily
designed to get NRC approval of DOE's
program. He said we had the opportu-
nity to make our comments very clear,
get them on the record, and get written
responses before the meeting ended.

An issue that was prevalent throughout
the meeting was the 1,000 year ground-
water travel time test. According to Mr.
Husseman, DOE must show the ground-
water travel time from the repository to
the accessible environment is less than
1,000 years in order to receive a license
for a repository. NRC made public its
consultant's review of Rockwell's analysis
on this issue shortly before the meeting.
In June 1986, the NRC consultant

reported it was unlikely the site could
meet the 1,000 year groundwater travel
time test, and the recommendation to
NRC was that it should request the
Department of Energy immediately dis-
qualify the site on those grounds. NRC
staff reviewed its consultant's work and
responded that, in its opinion, USDOE's
consultant had "boldly overstated their
conclusions." NRC asked the consultant
to go back and take another look. In
January, NRC issued the consultant's
rereview. The bottom-line conclusion of
the consultant and NRC is that there is a
significant likelihood the Hanford site
cannot meet the 1,000-year groundwater
travel time. Mr. Husseman stated this
was one of our major issues going into
the meeting, and we felt the hydrology
program should address that issue. This
issue was raised initially with Congress
in the Governor's response to questions
from Senator Johnston, which lays out
most of our major technical concerns
concisely and clearly.

Mr. Husseman turned the meeting over to
Don Provost and Bill Brewer to further
discuss the Richland meeting.

Don Provost provided some technical his-
tory on the program. During the review
period of the site characterization report,
the states, tribes and NRC were very crit-
ical of how the Department of Energy
had done their preliminary work--using
small boreholes in various areas. There
was a universal comment that they had to
go to a different method of collecting
data. Basically what was suggested is
that they go to a large area pump test to
average out all of the great differences
between the areas. In December 1984, we
participated in a meeting to develop a
test rationale which was agreed upon by
NRC, states, and tribes--technical posi-
tion 1.1. This is the first time we have
seen a definitive proposal on how the
Department of Energy would go about
this test.
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Mr. Provost continued by describing some
of the visuals used at the meeting, which
were contained in the handout "Option
Paper, Geohydrologic Testing Program
for the Hanford Site Before Construction
of the First Exploratory Shaft." A record
of the meeting is being prepared and
should be available soon.

The first visual is a schematic of relative
effects of site characterization activities
on groundwater levels. One of the major
issues is that when construction for the
exploratory shaft is done a lot of perish-
able data will be destroyed. The baseline
is going to be disturbed and water levels
all through the site will be changed.
Therefore, there is a certain amount of
data which must be obtained before the
shaft is started--it's very critical. Data
has been collected for some time on
observation wells in area RRL-2. Large-
scale hydrologic stress tests will be done,
and during the period of the tests at cer-
tain observation wells some reaction to
the pumping will be seen. Basically what
will be done at a well, or maybe several
wells, will be pumping out over a period
of time and then trying to determine
what effect it has on other observation
wells. That will give some indication of
the geologic conditions between the two
wells to allow for a determination if the
conceptual model has any validity. It's
the foundation of the whole hydrology
program and has to be done before the
exploratory shaft can be started.

Question by Phil Bereano: I recognize
they have monitoring wells, and more
will be constructed, but what I am won-
dering is as they do their draw-down
tests and create a cone of depression or
influence, how are they equipped to mea-
sure if that extends beyond the bound-
aries of the reservation?

Answer by Don Provost: Basically, the
preliminary work will be in the area of
the exploratory shaft. They are going to
put in two observation wells that go

beyond the RRL, beyond the control area
zone. How far out were you thinking?

Question by Phil Bereano: I don't know.
I'm not sure anybody knows how far that
zone of influence might reach. My ques-
tions is, have they got wells scattered
enough to cover it. Once they have
found they're not far enough it's a little
late to remedy it.

Answer by Dr. Bill Brewer: I think there
are enough deep wells up to any range on
or off the reservation to see a large cone
of depression such as shown on the
sketch. There are deep irrigation wells
across the river which will be monitored
this year if we get the money in our WSU
program. CASZ (Controlled Area Study
Zone) is a rectangle around the RRL
(about eight miles across). They have
taken a large enough area to pretty well
characterize what happens.

Don Provost continued by saying the
other thing that happens in a test like
this is that a large scale pump test can be
done, let it equilibrate again, and come
back to baseline. This can't be done once
a shaft is down. Mr. Provost said this
can lead to a philosophical approach
where the state disagrees with the
Department of Energy. The Department
of Energy presented an option outlining
a certain number of tests. At this stage,
USDOE is not very anxious to deviate
from that test. The state's comments
through the meeting were that USDOE
should take more of a scientific approach
to where a test is done, collect the data,
look at it while the baseline is equilibrat-
ing again, and then decide what is the
appropriate next step. The state under-
stood why the Department of Energy had
to use this approach for budgeting and
scheduling reasons, yet, the state would
like to see more of the classic scientific
approach applied.

Bill Brewer said there's going to be some
very heavy pumping when the top basalt
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is first approached. The rate at which
water comes in at the top of the basalt is
going to provide useful information; if it
slacks off, that tells something about
travel time near the exploratory shaft.

Don Provost continued by explaining the
"Hydrologic Baseline" visual. In the
December 1984 period, there was a lot of
argument about how a baseline was
developed. The program was delayed so
many of the wells have a fairly good
baseline. For example, the seven nested
piezometers primary data sources: this is
a package of several instruments to mea-
sure the hydrologic head pressure on each
unit. They have 35 single piezometer
boreholes in different places; DC-19, 20
and 22 which are primary observation
wells so they have a pretty good baseline
there; two years of data at RRL-2; and
there will be three new wells put in with
piezometers.

The next visual was "Pre-ES Surface-
Based Testing". One of the items was "To
collect data having the potential for pro-
viding an early indication of the pres-
ence of disqualifying conditions". As the
meeting went on, we found out DOE's
primary purpose was to collect data.
USDOE wasn't really interested in dis-
cussing what action would be taken if
the data indicated the presence of
disqualifying conditions. It was very
clear that the plan presented was to col-
lect data to get "through the gate" to drop
the shaft. We felt USDOE should be
collecting data to determine if there were
disqualifying conditions. The discussion
helped us clarify the differences in its
approach and ours.

Question by Phil Bereano: Is there
consideration being given to the possibili-
ties of litigation seeking an injunction if
DOE gets to the point where they are
prepared to proceed with sinking of a
shaft and the state feels there are inade-
quate grounds to make that decision?

ResDonse by Terry Husseman: The attor-
neys will definitely be prepared if DOE
attempts to start the exploratory shaft
prior to the time testing is complete.
They will be prepared with an injunc-
tion.

Phil Bereano: I've been concerned from
the first time I heard about this about
the damage to the data base. I think that
is a very strong argument for proceeding
with some caution.

Don Provost continued by explaining the
next visual -- how the surface space site
study fits into other studies that would
be going on along a time line which is
basically pre-exploratory shaft and post-
exploratory shaft. The purpose of the
site study of surface space before the
exploratory shaft is to get information
which would be destroyed once the shaft
is started. One of the things that has to
come out of the program is that the con-
ceptual model DOE is using for the
repository itself has to be consistent with
regional models, and USGS is working on
a RASA program that is a regional
model.

"Geohydrology Program Integration" is a
decision process for each of the studies.
The Department of Energy established a
task force to come up with a pre-
exploratory shaft test program, which
included scientists from the BWIP pro-
ject, representatives from Headquarters,
consultants, and a USGS representative.
Option D was recommended, which
would collect more data on geohydrologic
conditions that would be changed by the
exploratory shaft and collect data having
the potential of providing an early indi-
cation of the presence of disqualifying
conditions.

"Pre-ES Surface Based Program Content" -
- to install required monitoring facili-
ties, three new wells are drilled and
piezometers are placed in the three wells.
Even drilling a small well disturbs the
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baseline, so it would have to equilibrate,
and then four hydrolic tests at RRL-2B
would be done. Tracer tests and hydro-
chemical sample tests would then be per-
f ormed.

Wells are planned for DC-24, 25 and 33.
DC-25 is outside the control area study
zone, and DC-24 is near the Yakima
Ridge Anticline. They'll pump out of
RRL-2B, with the first one at the Rocky
Coulee Flow-top, then Cohasset Flow-top.
They would do a test within the Cohasset
Flow and a pump test at the Birkett
Flow, which would be below the Cohas-
set. Cohasset is the reference flow.
That's probably where they would put
the repository.

Phil Bereano: It must be over a period of
time to have any meaning, and I'm
questioning is it going to be a long
enough period of time.

Bill Brewer: You never have enough
time to establish the baseline. What you
do is get a curve over time which is steep
at first and then it gradually comes back
toward baseline conditions, so if you can
watch that curve for a year or a couple
of years you can make an educated guess
as to where it's going to wind up in ten
years or a hundred years, and that's fun-
damental to all hydrologic testing.

Don Provost: There is about a five-
month period to establish a baseline for
DC-24 and 25. That's pretty short, espe-
cially to get the data in and evaluate it.
What will happen is there will be another
workshop and they will try to get a
mathematical determination whether it
can be done in that time. They have
other baselines in the area now so they
have more information than they used to
have. Technical position 1.1 contains
times for consultation with NRC, states
and tribes. One of the key issues is when
is the baseline established? We should
have some kind of procedure outlined,
and then we could compare it against

that procedure at the end of each of
these baselines. At the time technical
position 1.1 was developed, it was agreed
NRC concurrence would be required
before proceeding. We are going to take
a very strong position regarding consulta-
tion time.

Phil Bereano: What happens if they feel
enough time has elapsed and you feel it
definitely has not been sufficient time?

Bill Brewer: If that situation arises, our
attorneys have indicated that would be
irreparable harm that would be a cause
for legal action.

Phil: Can they proceed on these subse-
quent steps until NRC has given author-
ity to proceed, or does NRC have that
kind of authority.

Bill: NRC is in kind of a touchy position
because they have no legal standing until
the license is in their hands. On the
other hand, it would be foolhardy for the
Department of Energy to be moving
ahead on that stage without NRC concur-
rence, you'd really have trouble in licens-
ing later on. At this stage, it's hard to
say whether this will be an issue or not
because if baselines equilibrate quickly,
there's no issue. It depends on how fast
DOE wants to move ahead = on the
schedule.

Bill Brewer advised of a news item aris-
ing out of the meeting. A report by a
NRC consultant said NRC should be ask-
ing the Department of Energy to show
cause why consideration of the Hanford
site shouldn't be dropped now on the
basis of not meeting the 1,000-year travel
time requirement. USGS-Tacoma, is
reviewing the whole package of technical
materials--the consultant's report and
restatement. The report should be out
within a month. If USGS generally
upholds the findings of the NRC consul-
tant, the issue is back in DOE's lap.
According to Dr. Brewer, this is a prior-
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ity job for USGS. Another important
point that came out was the definition of
consultation, which is providing us with
all the data available, giving us time to
review the data, then sitting down and
really consulting before the decisions are
made.

Don Provost: Option D is a well thought
out process, although it does delay the
exploratory shaft construction schedule
and it does increase costs.

Mr. Provost explained the next visual,
"Hydraulic-Head Baseline Monitoring
Locations at the Hanford Site", which
details the reservation monitoring loca-
tions. The paper contained strategies to
investigate disqualifying conditions.

The table of "Strategies to Investigate
Disqualifying Conditions" received con-
siderable discussion. Mr Provost said
there is a "yellow flag" on groundwater
travel time at Hanford already, and if
the data indicates a high probability it's
up in the range of USDOE's evaluation
criteria, it should seriously consider stop-
ping the process. In the parameter "gas
content of groundwater," the methane is
greater than 1200 miligrams per liter.
That's a saturated level they expect; you
aren't going to get any higher. The levels
USDOE is expecting are about half that,
but USDOE isn't sure. There should be a
range of the methane levels where they
could do extra tests.

The "Start-Up Flow Chart" demonstrates
the process USDOE is going through to
start work again. The state asked where
consultation on start-up was figured, and
USDOE responded basically after August
31. USDOE is planning on mobilizing
drilling crews before consultation on this
issue; however, we did raise the point we
needed consultation on major issues.

Question by Jim Worthington: What
drilling crews are you talking about?
Small monitoring wells?

Resoonse by Don Provost: This is on the
small wells--mid-July or first of August.

Jim Worthington: Don't they have to
start some of these wells before you are
going to be able to get some of the other
information?

Don Provost: Yes, the next, chart,
"Geohydrology Planning Schedule" will
explain what you have to do.

Don Provost: Rotary Drill DC-24 begins
August 31 to late October. Geophysical
work on DC-24 will be conducted late
October through late December. Rotary
drilling on DC-25 will be conducted mid-
August through mid-November. In March
1988, four or five months of baseline
monitoring on DC-24 and DC-25 will
begin. Three consultation points with
NRC, the state, and tribes have been
added for June 1987, August 1987, and
August 1988. Each time they complete a
pump test there will be a cycle of consul-
tations. After our agreement to build in
consultation time, this schedule is very
optimistic. A new schedule will be
forthcoming with consultation scheduled.
According to this schedule, the
exploratory shaft is scheduled for 1989.
This is not consistent with the Mission
Plan.

Mr. Provost pointed out there has been
considerable discussion on what starting
the exploratory shaft really means.
Apparently DOE does not consider
drilling down to the basalts as beginning
the exploratory shaft. Our definition of
starting an exploratory shaft is when the
rotary drilling is first begun.

Mr. Provost stated at the end of the meet-
ing each of the parties wrote comments
on the proposal and the Department of
Energy responded to those comments.
Some of the comments made by the state
of Washington, along with DOE's
responses, include:
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Because there is now signif icant
question as to whether the site meets
the 1,000-year travel time, we
believe the "yellow flag" is flying
and there is an issue which would
disqualify the site if it turned out to
be the case. We believe USDOE
should expand its hydrology testing
program pre-exploratory shaft to put
in additional tests which would
resolve that issue prior to drilling
the shaf t. This could be done, and
the state thinks it should be.

Response: USDOE feels there is a
high probability that groundwater
travel time will exceed 1,000 years,
and thus DOE did not orient the
pre-ES testing program solely around
this issue. NRC does not agree that
there is a high probability that
groundwater travel time will exceed
1,000 years.

2. Evaluation criteria DOE was using
in its Option Paper were those that
are actual disqualifiers. We believe
USDOE should identify a range of
values of those disqualifiers that
would be a "yellow flag" range that
would direct it to do more testing to
clarify the issue.

Response: Indirectly DOE agreed to
give a range of values it expects
before starting a test.

3. DOE showed no time for consulta-
tion with state and tribes.

Response: USDOE agreed to revise
its schedule to reflect consultation
with the state and tribes.

4. What is starting to drill? If DOE
intends to drill down to the basalt
prior to June 1989, it will need to
show there will be no impact on the
testing program.

Response: USDOE will notif y us
prior to taking any action.

5. Our interpretation of existing
geophysical information suggests
that within study zone CASZ there
are probably four faults which
should be drilled.

Response: USDOE's response docs
not address that question as to
whether or not it plans to drill, but
the fact it responded to the ques-
tions means we can keep working on
it.

6. USDOE should commit to comply
with all state regulatory, statutory,
and permitting requirements.

Response: USDOE said it would
comply with all applicable require-
ments.

Mr. Husseman reported on a letter to Mr.
Bishop from Steve Kale, USDOE Direc-
tor, Geologic Repositories, who reports to
Ben Rusche. This letter was in response
to Mr. Bishop's letter to Secretary
Herrington regarding the Board's petition
to reconsider the Hanford site regarding
the potential for natural resources. The
letter also addressed the potential for
disqualification of the site based on the
new information which was recently
received. Mr. Kale stated in the letter
that USDOE does not believe the poten-
tial for natural resources is so adverse as
to constitute sufficient evidence to con-
clude, without further consideration, that
the site should be disqualified. A
presentation will be made to the Board
that the state's Department of Natural
Resources is seriously considering
requesting that we go forward with the
request for funding from USDOE to have
the DNR be responsible to establish the
seismic lines on the Hanford reservation.
Mr. Husseman stated it will cost about
$3,000,000 to do that, but it has to be
done.
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Mr. Husseman also reported on happen-
ings in Congress since the last meeting,
including:

o Senator Johnston introduced the
"incentive bill," which says for 12
months after its passage any state, or
Indian tribe, that had a suitable site
for a repository could negotiate an
arrangement with Department of
Energy to locate the repository in
their state. If an agreement were
reached, the state would get a bonus
of $100,000,000 for signing, and they
would get $100,000,000 per year for
the total length of time the site was
under operation. The state would
get another $100,000,000 when the
first spent fuel was delivered. The
same type of an approach is in the
bill for MRS, only the figures are
$50,000,000 payment upon signing,
and then $20,000,000 a year. If an
arrangement were reached, all other
action would immediately stop and
that site would be characterized.
The agreement would include the
following conditions: the state or
tribe would agree to take all steps to
expedite the characterization; the
state or tribe would give up its
rights to judicial review; there
would be no veto provision or right
to notice of disapproval; if the state
or tribe violated the agreement, they
would be required to return all of
the money received up to that point;
and 1/3 of all of the monies paid to
the state would go to the local gov-
ernments in the area of the reposi-
tory or MRS facility. Mr. Husseman
said no states indicated an interest
in this approach; they all favored
the scientific approach to the selec-
tion process. A hearing will be held
on this bill on April 28 and 29.

o The Science and Technology Com-
mittee is considering a bill which
states no monies for site characteri-
zation would go to the Hanford site

or the Texas site. Continued fund-
ing for site characterization would
be allocated to the Nevada site, and
Nevada would be encouraged to
determine what kind of incentives
would be acceptable to them to
become the one and only site that
would be characterized. There was
some funding to look at the possibil-
ity of regional MRS facilities con-
tained in the Committee's actions.
Nevada's response: Not interested.

o The Supreme Court denied certiorari
to the state of Tennessee on its
appeal to the Supreme Court, and
the next day DOE delivered its MRS
proposal to Congress. It is now
before Congress, and Senator
Johnston will be scheduling hearings
on that subject in the near future.

Committee ReDorts

Public Involvement

Marta Wilder reported the following:

Funding for Public Involvement was
received through December.

The toll-free line has been installed--
1-800-262-SITE--and it will be adver-
tised extensively

The fact sheet, new brochure and
folder are currently at the printers
and they should be available for
distribution next week. Phil Bereano
suggested the Council review the
materials again before distribution,
giving the Council a chance for a
last review.

A Historical Documents Newsbrief is
being prepared which should be
available by the end of the month.
This publication will give an update
of what the Historical Document
Review Committee and Environmen-
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tal Monitoring Committee have been
working on.

A focus paper on site characteriza-
tion is being developed and will be
distributed at area fairs. Public
Involvement has requested space at
five fairs this summer. Phil Bereano
suggested a booth be manned at some
of the larger fairs in Seattle, not
only the county fairs.

Work is being done on a poster of
Hanford--a map of the Hanford area
which shows the repository and con-
tains a description of other activities
at Hanford.

The Reference Center is updating
the library kits, and a meeting was
set with a representative from
USDOE Headquarters to review the
Reference Center. The state's Ref-
erence Center could become a model
for USDOE's Resource Center.

Ms. Wilder reported that we have
received three requests for assistance.
The Oregon League of Women Voters are
organizing a seminar in the fall for the
regional league leaders, and they have
approached us regarding co-sponsoring or
providing funding for this seminar. We
have also received a request to compen-
sate for some printing costs for the
League Primer. Discussions have
included establishing an ad hoc com-
mittee to review proposals received and
determine our course of action. Phil
Bereano suggested the Council be advised
of the findings of the ad hoc committee,
and the Council as a whole would make
recommendations to the Board. Ms.
Wilder stated this certainly can be done.

Meetings and Presentations:

Ms. Wilder reported that the Site
Characterization slide show is finished,
the Overview slide show is finished, and

the Defense Waste slide show is almost
completed.

Betty Shreve reiterated her request that
Council members receive a folder con-
taining all information pertinent to the
town meetings so they will be as
informed as possible before appearing at
the meetings.

Mr. Bishop asked when the Public Service
Announcement would be viewed for the
first time. Tom Putnam reported that the
PSA should be available for televising
sometime next week.

Susan Hall, of Hall & Associates,
reported on preparations for the town
meetings. The purpose is to get out into
the community and let them know what
the state is doing in the repository pro-
cess, and let them know how they can
become involved in the process. The
schedule is:

- Colville - May 6 (Pam Behring)

- Omak - May 7 (Terry Novak and
Betty Shreve)

- Wenatchee - June 3 (Betty Shreve,
Rep. Shirley Hankins)

Moses Lake
Sen. Max
Hankins)

- June 4 (Betty Shreve,
Benitz, Rep. Shirley

Longview - July I (Phyllis Clausen,
Sen. Max Benitz, Rep. Shirley
Hankins, Bob Rose)

Aberdeen - July 2 (Phyllis Clausen,
Sen. Max Benitz, Rep. Shirley
Hankins, Bob Rose)

Port Angeles - August 5 (Sam Reed,
Rep. Shirley Hankins, Bob Rose)

Bellingham - August 6 (Sam Reed,
Rep. Shirley Hankins, Rep. Nancy
Rust, Bob Rose).
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Sam Reed stated as he saw it, the purpose
of the meetings was to listen to people's
questions and respond to them and give
them a chance to talk to us. It should be
emphasized that we are conducting these
meetings to listen and respond to
questions.

The "countdown" steps in preparation to
meetings:

- Eight weeks in advance - locate site,
co-sponsors, and research who are
local opinion leaders, how they get
their information, and what is the
best way to contact people.

- Six weeks in advance - arrange
speeches at schools and rotaries.
Establish the type of publicity plan
for the particular community,
develop mailing lists, develop public-
ity materials, reserve newspaper ads.

- Two weeks in advance - Send out
PSAs, distribute draft scripts and
meeting materials to participating
Council members.

- Two days after meetings - Call
participants for "debriefing" session
and preparation of report.

Sam Reed suggested there be an
unparticipating "observer" at each of the
meetings, and also recommended a report
on the individual meetings be presented
to the Council each month. Mr. Bishop
indicated he would be attending some of
the meetings as an observer, and stated
he would contact other Council members
to ensure there is an "observer" at each
meeting. Marta Wilder indicated evalua-
tion forms will be available for partici-
pants to provide immediate feedback.

Ms. Wilder also said she would be show-
ing two video tapes at noon in the con-
ference room: (1) "Fitting The Pieces," by
the Atomic Industrial Forum, and (2)
"West 57th Street," which was shown on

CBS Monday, April 13. She invited any-
one who was interested to attend.

Environmental Monitoring

Sam Reed reported the Environmental
Monitoring Committee had a briefing by
DOE and Batelle on the water monitoring
program at Hanford. An item of major
interest was the definition of travel time.
Travel time, as utilized in connection
with groundwater monitoring at Hanford,
is the arithmetic mean of all of the
determinations, that is, the time the
greatest mass is arriving, not the time
from its earliest point of detection.

The second item Mr. Reed discussed was
an update of the Hanford Health Effects
Panel's status reports. Panel participants
are in the process of receiving their first
look at the final draft. It appears the
items that need funding will be funded
at an appropriate level and within an
acceptable timeframe.

The Quality Assurance Task Force is a
group established by DSHS which was
assigned two tasks by the Historic Docu-
ments Committee in relation to Health
Effects Panel recommendations: (I)
achieving coordination between all of the
monitoring efforts related to the pro-
posed repository site, and (2) achieving
an audit of the environmental monitoring
programs of Washington and Oregon.
There is now a tentative commitment
from USDOE to fund those elements of
the Quality Assurance Task Force activi-
ties. A subgroup of the Task Force has
developed a protocol for the audit pro-
cess which has been circulated for review
and action on May 27.

Mr. Reed noted that a major item of con-
cern is the critical situation facing the
radiation monitoring program which is
being carried out in relation to Hanford
and the rest of the state. This problem
has been brought to the attention of the
Board and Council over a period of six
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months, and has become more critical as
time goes by. Since 1958, DSHS has had
broad responsibility for radiation moni-
toring and surveillance statewide. In
1985, the legislature made a specific
assignment of responsibility for monitor-
ing to the Department of Social and
Health Services, and stipulated emphasis
be placed upon the Hanford reservation.
A part of that consideration was a prob-
lem of funding. The legislature chose to
fund the effort in the amount of
$475,000 through an increase in the fees
established for users of the low-level
waste disposal site. The money to do the
monitoring has been diminished, and
there is not money available to perform
this radiation monitoring. Mr. Reed
moved that the following motion be
adopted by the Council:

I move the Nuclear Waste Advisory
Council go on record as expressing
extreme concern for the stability
and continuation of an adequate
radiation monitoring program, and
direct attention to finding a solution
to the problem, and the Council fur-
ther express this concern to the
Board, asking to have it similarly go
on record and take whatever action
is appropriate and consistent with its
authority.

The motion was seconded by Jim
Worthington.

Discussion:

Terry Strong (Department of Social and
Health Services): I don't know that any-
body looks around to assign blame. In
retrospect, we wish it hadn't happened
that way, but the legislature authorized
the Department to charge fees in a vari-
ety of areas. With that authority in
hand, the Department did not request
from the legislature state general funds
for even a portion of funding for those
programs for which fee authority had
been authorized. It happened, I don't

think anybody realized the signif icance
several years down the road of what the
impact of that would be.

Sam Reed: I do remember the argument
of the legislature that if the fees were
raised so high that there wouldn't be as
much low-level deposited at the U. S.
Ecology site, and that fruit has come to
bear.

Terry Strong: It's due to the high cost.
It's also due to technology. They can
store for decay, they can incinerate, they
can compact. It's a variety of things
going on now, and all of this combined
has resulted in a significant decline in
the amount of rad waste coming through
disposal.

Sam Reed: And with it the development
of regional compacts and regional dis-
posal sites, the future says there will be
less and less. You can almost say that if
the legislature feels it appropriate to uti-
lize funds from the low-level waste dis-
posal fees to fund some radiation activi-
ties outside that activity, it ought to be
done in a way where there would be a
general fund grant of money for the total
program and from that would be sub-
tracted whatever came in on fees.

Warren Bishop: Whatever we do and
whatever we propose to the Board is
going to have an impact even later. It
may be difficult for the legislature to
address a funding issue like this at this
specific stage of the process, but that
doesn't mean we shouldn't express this as
a real concern and accompany it with as
much of a factual information as we can,
because they'll be back here again next
January and we ought to continue to
make this a major issue.

Vote: The Motion passed unanimously.
(The motion was typed and made avail-
able to the Board at its afternoon
meeting.)



MINUTES
Page II

Local Government Committee There being no further business, the
meeting adjourned at 12:30 p.m.

Valoria Loveland reported the Local
Government Committee met yesterday,
discussing contracts which units of local
government in the state have approached
the state for financial assistance in
studying or identifying socioeconomic
problems. The Committee has received
clarification on criteria, and it was
reported signing of the contracts and
forwarding to USDOE is getting close. It
was decided the Committee should have a
meeting of those local governments which
have been identified--Mid Columbia Con-
sortium of Governments, Clark County
and Wahkiakum and Cowlitz County--to
discuss their plans and let them know
what we can do to assist them or deter-
mine what they can do to report back to
us.

Socioeconomic Committee

Phil Bereano reported the Committee did
not meet in March, but the following
activities are going on: (1) the contracts
with local government units discussed
under the Local Government Committee
report, and (2) the state's contract has
been on the verge of being signed for a
month, and hopefully it will be con-
cluded shortly. Four unsolicited pro-
posals came into the office regarding this
study, and the Committee is going to
review these and get some input from the
contractor.

General Comments

Mr. Bishop urged those in attendance to
attend the afternoon meeting, because
there will be several topics discussed not
discussed this morning. Jerry White from
USDOE will speak about the USDOE
budget information on defense waste.

Public Comment

None
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Public Information

Paul Korsmo of the URS Corporation
reported on the status of several public
information projects. He stated that the
second mock-up of the Hanford poster,
"Nuclear Activities at Hanford", has been
submitted to Office staff for comments.
Revisions will take approximately two
weeks, and the final project will be
available in another five weeks. The
poster measures 17" wide by 22" high.
"Nuclear Activities at Hanford" depicts
the proposed site location in relation to
the Columbia River, facilities on
Hanford and gives a written description
of each facility. Posters may be dis-
tributed at the town meetings, fairs, and
in media packets. Terry Husseman inter-
jected that the U.S. Department of
Energy reviewed the mock-up of the
poster.

Mr. Korsmo stated other completed public
information projects include the folder
and public service announcement (PSA).
The revised folder illustrates the new
graphic identity and is being printed. He
said that the PSA is in the process of
being duplicated and will be sent to tele-
vision stations, along with a cover letter.
Radio announcements also will be devel-
oped from the television PSAs and
distributed.

Public Proposals

Mr. Husseman reported on two separate
public involvement proposals by the
League of Women Voters. The first pro-
posal from Merilyn B. Reeves of the
League's Columbia River Task Force
sought funding for thirty NW League
leaders to attend a two-day seminar on
radioactive waste disposal during
September and October in Richland. The
Council's role would be to co-sponsor the
seminar. Mr. Husseman stated that, if
the Council was interested in the
League's proposal, a plan should be
developed within one month, perhaps a
mini symposium. Ms. Reeves had also
discussed her proposal with Mary Lou

Blazek of the Oregon Department of
Energy. Ms. Blazek indicated that their
state would provide staff support for the
project.

Warren Bishop mentioned a request made
by the Hanford Oversite Committee for
similar funding. He said additional
information will be sent to the Office by
the committee's representative, Hazel
Wolfe.

Mr. Husseman said the criteria for
reviewing the proposals would include;
listing the resources of the organization,
the benefit to the state, and the unique-
ness of each proposal. The proposal
would then be referred to an ad hoc
committee to make recommendations to
the full Council. Sam Reed expressed his
preference that the League's proposal be
only partially funded by the state since it
would cover more than just high-level
waste disposal. Ms. Shreve stated partial
funding should be considered if the sem-
inar was composed of only League mem-
bers; if there will be opportunity for
public involvement, full funding should
be provided.

Mr. Husseman referred to another pro-
posal by Ruth Coffin also of the League
of Women Voters. He stated that funding
for this particular proposal would assist
the League in developing a sequel to The
Nuclear Waste Primer. The text of the
proposed sequel was reviewed by Dr. Bill
Brewer, Curt Eschels, Bob Mooney and
others. Pre-ordering a set number would
assist the League in publishing
approximately 1,500 copies of the book.
The book would sell for two dollars a
copy and the Office could distribute
them through the Public Reference
Center. Mr. Reed stated that the concept
of supporting Ms. Coffin's proposal is
commendable.

Environmental Monitoring Report

Mr. Reed stated that the purpose of the
status report on environmental monitor-
ing is for Council members to better
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understand the state's basic radiation
monitoring activities. He reflected his
concern that Council members be able to
answer questions regarding environmen-
tal monitoring at the town meetings and
understand the program deficiencies.

He reported that the program of envi-
ronmental monitoring began in 1957. A
state laboratory measured for radiation
around the state resulting from weapons
testing. Samples were taken in the
Columbia River, and from the air, soil,
water, and milk produced in the area.
There was coordination with the federal
government in conjunction with weapons
testing. In 1980, a significant change
occurred. All of the Department of
Social and Health Services' (DSHS) moni-
toring programs were required to support
their activities through fees. There was
no general fund support for any of their
environmental monitoring pro-
grams. Mr. Reed reported that the
Washington Public Power Supply Service
(WPPSS) contracts for emergency response
and radiation monitoring with DSHS. He
said that all non-federal entities dealing
with radiation are charged fees. How-
ever, agencies such as the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy, Bremerton Naval Ship-
yard and proposed naval home port in
Everett are not required to pay fees. The
monitoring cost associated with these
agencies are paid by others (most notably,
the low-level waste disposal facility).
Mr. Reed stated that the Basalt Waste
Isolation Project contributes substantial
funds for radiological monitoring. He
said the availability of money is inter-
mittent, that as waste volumes decrease,
dollars from fees decrease. He concluded
his report stating that a laboratory qual-
ity assurance task force was initiated one
year ago, but there was inadequate fund-
ing or resources to support it. Bob
Mooney of DSHS interjected that one
dollar is appropriated for the environ-
mental monitoring program from the
$37/cubic foot disposal fee for low-level
radioactive waste.

In his presentation to the Council mem-
bers, Mr. Mooney discussed the roles of
the Hanford Historical Documents
Review Committee, Hanford Health
Effects Panel, Environmental Monitoring
Committee and Department of Social and
Health Services (see attachment). He
stated that the Hanford Historical Docu-
ments Review Committee and Environ-
mental Monitoring Committee submitted
a request to USDOE to fund the Quality
Assurance Task Force. The task f orce
would be staffed by DSHS personnel.

Mr. Mooney continued, reporting that
DSHS expects to receive $750,000 for
environmental monitoring of the Basalt
Waste Isolation Project and will support
Nuclear Waste Board activities. In
Washington State, DSHS currently has
two air sampling stations. Three addi-
tional stations are planned for 1987. The
stations will be located alongside
Battelle-Pacific Northwest Laboratories'
stations to verify their data. Washington
State's stations are designed to be extra
sensitive. Battelle had since, added
dosimeters to equal the state's dosimeters
sensitivity level. The state's monitoring
will be conducted on air, soil, and
groundwater samples. He said DSHS per-
sonnel will become involved in the
drilling of new wells.

A five year plan for BWIP and other
programs is in the process of being
developed. If the repository siting pro-
cess is halted, DSHS will lose the
$750,000 in funding, Mr. Mooney
reported.

Mr. Bishop and Jim Worthington sug-
gested that Mr. Mooney's presentation be
given to the Legislature during the sum-
mer interim period. Valoria Loveland
concurred with Mr. Bishop and
Mr. Worthington.
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Grant Allocations

Mr. Husseman described the distinction
between funds awarded for public
involvement program staff, contractor
services and travel. The funds are
awarded by USDOE according to state
estimate of need in each category. The
funds cannot be moved from one cate-
gory to another without justification and
approval by USDOE. The current grant
award provides approximately $130,000
for staff salaries and benefits, $100,000
for Council and staff travel and $600,000
for contracted services. The $600,000 for
contracted services is allocated $200,000
for public meetings, workshops, hearing,
etc., and $400,000 for development of
informational materials and aids such as
newsletters, slide shows, networking
plans, public service announcements, and
so on. He also said, a supplemental grant
request could be developed for other
Council projects.

USDOE has approved the Office's request
for four additional positions. The
recruitment for a public involvement
manager began three months ago in a
national search. Twenty-seven people
applied and twelve were selected from
that pool of applicants for further con-
sideration. Interviews will begin in May.
Duties of the public involvement man-
ager will include: I) management of con-
tractors through staff; 2) coordination of
contractors; 3) media concentration; and
4) expansion of smaller media markets.
Mr. Husseman said the Office is develop-
ing a five-year staffing plan contingent
on the site characterization project.
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IHanford Historical Documents Review Committee

Nine Member Regionai Committee

(Washington- 3, Oregon- 3, and the Affected Indian Tribes- 3)

o Hanford Releases
1944 - 1956

o Dose Reconstruction

o Health Effects of Historical Releases

o Cooordinate, with the Environmental Monitoring Committee,
the Hanford Health Effects Panel, Sept. 1986

o Work with the Environmental Monitoring Committee
To Evaluate and Implement the
Hanford Health Effects Panel Recommendations



HANFORD HEALTH EFFECTS PANEL

o Multi-Disciplinary Panel of 13 Experts

o Convened September 22-26,,1986

o Assess Need for Epidemiological Studies
Of the Hanford Region

o Review Previous Epidemiological Studies

o Assess Adequacy of Environmental Programs

o Provided 34 Recommendations to
Washington
Oregon
Affected Indian Tribes

Indian Health Service

0 Final Report Due Summer, 1987



ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING COMMITTEE

Washington State Nuclear Waste Board

o Chaired by Washington State
Department of Social and Health Services

o BWIP Environmental Radiation
Assessment

o BWIP Baseline

o Defense Waste Impacts on BWIP

o Hanford Health Effects Panel Coordination

o Work with the Hanford Historical Documents Review Committee
To Evaluate and Implement the
Hanford Health Effects Panel Recommendations



DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES

Environmental Radiation Monitoring

o Chair Environmental Monitoring Committee
Of Nuclear Waste Board (BWIP Issues)

o Chair Quality Assurance Task Force

o Member Hanford Historical Documents Review Committee

0 Other Hanford Issues

0 Other Issues Statewide



OTHER HANFORD ISSUES
(NON~BWIP)

0 WPPSS: WNP-2

0 US Ecology Low Level Waste Burial

0

0

USDOE Defense Programs

Air Emissions of Radioactivity

Exxon Fuel Fabrication0



STATEWIDE ISSUES

o Trojan Nuclear Power Plant

o Naval Nuclear Ships

o Fallout (Chernobyl
Nuclear Testing, Satellite Reentry)

0 Three Uranium Mills - Northeast Washington

0 International Titanium Incorporated
Moses Lake

0 Allied Consulting Inc. - Yakima



QUALITY ASSURANCE TASK FORCE

o Chaired by Washington State
Department of Social and Health Services

o Assess Adequacy and Accuracy of all
Radiation Monitoring Programs in Washington

o Regional Coordination with Affected
Indian Tribes and Oregon

o Agencies on Quality Assurance Task Force

DSHS
WDOE
USDOE

WSPHA
PGE
Yakima Indian Nation

Ore. HIth. Div. Nez Perce Tribe
WPPSS Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla 1. R.
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WNarrcn Bishop, Chair of the Advisory
Council, called the meeting to order and
asked attcndccs to adhere to the tight
schedule set for the meeting that cvcning.
Mr. Bishop wanted to allow time for
exchange of questions at the end of the
meeting. Hc explained that pcriodically
the two Advisory groups from Washing-
ton State and Oregon State get together.
He indicated that the two committees
have staff who attend each other's meet-
ings and that the groups exchange infor-
mation on a regular basis.

Introductions

Mr. Bishop introduced Mr. Arno Denecke,
who chairs the Oregon Hanford Advisory
Committee; and Mr. Denecke introduced
the members of his committee.
Mr. Deneck-e described the Oregon Advi-
sory Committee which comprises repre-
sentatives of the community, including
government officials and private citizens.
The Advisory Committee keeps Oregon's
Technical Committee advised of public
concerns regarding the repository siting
program.

Mr. Bishop described Washington State's
program, which is composed of the
Nuclear Waste Board and Nuclear Waste
Advisory Council. He said the Board is
responsible for developing policy recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legisla-
ture. In addition, he said the Advisory
Council includes 15 citizen members who
are appointed by the Governor.
Mr. Bishop asked the members of the
Advisory Council to stand and introduce
themselves.

Mr. Bishop then introduced Terry
Husseman, Program Director. Mr. Arno
Denecke introduced David Stcwart-Smith
and Marv Lou Blazek of the Oregon
Department of Energy.

Discussion Group Format

the format of the discussion groups, and
explained that there will be four group
discussions involving issues concerning
both states (Public Involvement,
Hydrology/Geology, Site Characterization
and Socioeconomic Issues). Ms. Clausen
said that after the discussion groups
meet, there will be a report by a repre-
sentative from each group so that even if
someone was unable to sit in on one of
the groups, they still would be able to
learn what was discussed at the other
groups.

MNs. Clausen said that there would be an
introduction period at the beginning of
each discussion group, then the group
leader will describe how the brainstorm-
ing works. About 25-30 minutes would
be given to the discussion period, and
then 10 minutes for a summary discus-
sion to prepare the group reports. accord-
ing to IMs. Clausen. The total time
allowed for the groups is about 1 hour.
She asked the group participants to select
priorities. She indicated wvhere the
groups would be meeting, and that Brian
Martin (from Hall & Associates) could
help direct persons to the correct group.

Program Directors' Reports

Mr. Bishop thanked Ms. Clausen, and then
turned the program over to David
Stewart-Smith from Oregon to present an
update of Oregon's activities.
Mr. Stewart-Smith focused his report on
how Oregon and Washington were work-
ing together. He said that Washington
provided a contract to Oregon so the)
could begin working on the repository
program, and that the contract worked
well and lasted for I year. Beginning in
January (1987), Mr. Stewart-Smith said
that Oregon now was a direct grant
recipient. and that they now are able to
provide more of a technical review.
although not as large as Washington's
technical review.

Mr. Bishop introduced Phyllis Clausen of
the Advisory Council (Washington) and
saidi she would explain the format of the
mecting tonight. Mis. Clausen described

Mr. Stewart-Smith said that staff reports
are shared and that a w idc range of
nuclear waste issues are covered. He
indicated that both he and Terry
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Husscman arc mcmbcrs of a regional
council on low-lcvel radioactivec wastc
manamcfint.

Mr. Stcwart-Smith said that in addition
to Washington and Oregon staff coordi-
nation are communication links bctcvccn
the two states' legislaturcs. lie said that
hc also provides information to his states
lcgislaturc. Mr. Stewart-Smith turned the
program over to Terry Husseman.

Mr. Husscman said that both states share
a common interest to protect the
Columbia Rivcr Mwhich forms the states'
border. He said that there are man\a
issue areas related to Hanford that the
two states share, including review of
19,000 pages of documents which list
radioactive releases from Hanford for
the past 40 years, that had previously
b ecn classified information. He
described the Hanford Historical Docu-
ments Review Committee which wias
appointed by both states' Governors,
which includes representatives from
Washington, Oregon and the three
affected Indian tribes (Yakima, Nez
Perce, Umatilla). He said the committee
was reviewing the historical documents
and trying to determine if there v. cre
health and environmental impacts from
these past releases. He said the two
states at least share responsibility to
oversee a study of the dose of radioactiv-
ity that may have been received by the
population in the Hanford area. He said
the committee also was studying whether
it should conduct an epidemiology study
for potential thyroid problems as a result
of these releases.

Mr. Husscman said that the USDOE
released the Defense Waste Draft Envi-
ronnmental Impact Statement about 1 yea
ago, which contained the U.S. Departme:
of Energy's proposal as to how it planned
to permancntly dispose of the 63 million
gallons of high-level vaste currently
stored at the Hanford Rescrvation as well
as other wastes stored in other forms at
Hanford.

Mr. Husseman said through efforts of
both states, and largely Sen. Hatficld,
Congress cut the repository budget for
USDOE because of the problems in the
program. He said funding was cut also
to put a ban on drilling the large
exploratory shafts at the three proposed
sites.

Mr. Husscman said the two states also
coordinate closely on environmental mon-
itoring issues, litigation and other reposi-
tory issues. He said he felt it an added
benefit that Oregon was able to acquire
its own funding for technical work, and
that this is good for the entire region.
Mr. Husseman ended his remarks and
turned the meeting over to Mr. Bishop.

Introduction of Group Discussion Leaders

Mr. Bishop asked that the discussion
group leaders stand when introduced so
that people could recognize them. He
introduced Ralph Patt (Oregon) and
Dr. Bill Brewer (Washington) as the Gcol-
ogy and Hydrology discussion leaders.
He introduced Bill Sanderson (Oregon)
and Marta Wilder (Washington) as leaders
of the Public Involvement discussion
group. The leaders for the Site Charac-
terization group introduced were Terry
Husseman and Don Provost (Washington)
and Mary Lou Blazek (Oregon). Warren
Bishop introduced Jerry Parker
(Washington) and David Stewe art-Smith
(Oregon) as discussion leaders for the
Socioeconomic Group.

hMr. Bishop discussed the schedule for the
discussion groups, and that everyone
would meet back in the main meeting
room for group summaries and questions.
He encouraged everyone to participate in
the discussion groups. Ms. Phyllis
Clausen reminded the citizens at the
meeting that persons on both Advisory
groups were citizen volunteers who were
giving their time to the community.

Mr. Bishop asked everyone to meet in
thcir discussion grou ps.



Mr. Bishop callcd the meeting to order
after the discussion groups mct. 1-Ic said
the discussion seemed livcly and that wc
probably could have spent another hour
or so discussing these topics.

.Mr. Bishop introduced Mr. Ralph Patt
from Oregon to give the summary of
Gcology/Hydrology group. Mr. Patt said
that the Columbia River was discussed,
and that Bill Brewer had reviewed
defense wastes and how they could
potentially pose serious contamination
problems to the Columbia River.

Mr. Patt opened the summary to ques-
tions. There was a question about the
Ogallalla Aquifer and how it compared
to the Columbia River. Mr. Patt said
that the Columbia River system is very
important to the ecosystem, tying in with
the Pacific Ocean and to local fisheries,
but that California and Colorado were
looking at fresh water from the
Columbia. Dr. Bill Brewer discussed how
irrigation demands on the Columbia
River will become greater and there will
be a transition from growing in the mid-
west. He said that the Ogallalla Aquifer
in the midwest will be diminished and
not able to supply the amount of water it
does now for agriculture; that the
Columbia will be looked at for a water
supply or the Northwest will be used to
produce crops. He said probably by the
year 2020 the Ogallalla will be dimin-
ished and there will need to be a change
in agriculture production. This wrapped
up the discussion summary of the
Geology/Hydrology group.

Mr. Bishop opened the meeting to further
comment. Dr. Brewer said that the rapid
withdrawal from the Ogallalla Aquifer
really ought to remove any concern Texas
has about the repository, because that is
their only issue. (Everyonc laughed.)

Mfr. Bishop took an audience question
inquiring about other locations for sites
than Hanford. Dr. Brcwer said that a
rational siting program would examine
new sites. He said there arc geologically
superior sites. ceven in Oregon annd

Washington, to the one at Hanford. He
said that these sites arc not "inside the
Hanford fence" and that is what seems to
be wrong with them. Dr. Brcewer said
that the U.S. Geological Survey recently
began surveying other sites. Any profcs-
sional in the field would say, "Let's go
out and look for the best site," according
to Dr. Brcvcr, instead of wasting time on
the three sites USDOE has selected for
further study.

Mr. Bishop asked for a presentation from
the Public Involvement Discussion Group.
Mr. Bill Sanderson from Oregon pre-
sented the summary. He said the group
mostly agreed on issues, such as how does
the site affect "me" personally, how "tight
does it pinch?", how far away is it?, what
can we do to motivate people? -- as these
people have been motivated tonight to
take an interest. He also mentioned that
we not only have to get people out
tonight--w\ve have to get people out 6
years from tonight--on the same issue.
The group came up with some ideas on
how to motivate people to become
involved. He said the group agreed that
the issue was not that complex--you don't
have to be a scientist, or feel intimidated.
He said people may become more inter-
ested if the materials are kept simple and
not hidden in jargon of the certain disci-
plines involved. The group agreed that
health issues are what concerns people.

He noted that the group said it was
important to inform people that the issue
really is not decided, so the public still
would have an input and have an effect.
He noted that public opinion counts.

Mr. Bishop asked Ivarta Wilder if she had
anything to add to Mr. Sanderson's com-
ments. Ms. Wilder said Bill covered the
group discussion well, but that it was
important to emphasize to people the pos-
itivc aspects of their involvement. and to
find creative ways to help encourage
people to come to the meetings and to
show them that their input is appreci-
ated. She mentioned that someone said to
pass the hat for davcare" and other ideas

that wi ould encouragc the public to
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attend the mcctings. Ms. Wilder also said
that the packaging comment was rclated
to dcsigning information for the public
that lays out the issues vcry clearly.
Mr. Bishop invited further comment from
the group members. He said both states
can use good ideas for public involve-
mcnt because that is one of the most
important things that we do. It is a main
goal of the Nuclear Waste Advisory
Council and the Oregon Committee too,
to carry out public incolvement, said
M1r. Bishop.

Mr. Bishop introduced Terry Husseman to
present the summary for the Site Charac-
terization group. Mr. Husseman said he
thought their group went very well.
Terry Husseman continued his report and
said there was much discussion on how
we got to where we are now, including
passage of the Act and the siting process.
Then, he said, they discussed how
(unless the courts stop it) the USDOE
wvould characterize the three sites. The
group's major points included:

1) States of Oregon and Washington are
doing everything they can to bring
the siting process to a halt, because
they believe the USDOE has not
followed the law. He said bc,
states are aggressively pursuing their
law suits.

2) The USDOE is ignoring the state's
efforts and is pumping out site
characterization material and push-
ing on to study the sites.

Mr. Husseman said that this means the
states must also follow what the USDOE
is doing on further study of the sites.

Other discussion items included:

3) USDOE has not emphasized the
Monitored Retrievable Storagc sys-
tem enough.

4) Quality Assurance of USDOE work
needs to be guaranteed.

5) If USDOE invcsts more dollars in
the site study, it may be more con-
mitted to complete the job. saying
they "can't stop Xwith all this money
inv estcd."

6) Turn off the "spigot"--shut down
reactors, stop making plutonium, and

7) More attention needs to be paid to
the fact that 850,% of the spent fuel is
created and stored east of the
Mississippi River--while all of the
sites being examined are in the wcst.
The group discussed the shutdown of
the 2nd round site studies, and rami-
fications of those studies.

Finally, Mr. Husseman emphasized the
need for safety brought up by the group,
and discussion of foreign wastc disposal
issues. He said this ended his group
summar v.

Mr. Bishop introduced Jerry Parker to
present the Socioeconomic group's report.
Mr. Parker said he would try to summa-
rize the 17 points his group came up
with. He said he gave background on the
socioeconomic issues and what roles thcy
play in the state of \Washington decision
process, and issues the state is concerned
with in the site characterization report.
He said that the state is working on a
report regarding socioeconomic impacts,
that would indicate if a site were con-
structed what compensation for damages
or use would be due.

Mr. Parker mentioned that the state held
meetings in the Vancouver area about 2
years ago regarding the socioeconomic
issues, to get public comment on this
report. He said the group was concerned
about the following issues:

I) Direct impacts such as jobs. fire pro-
tection, police protection;

2) Impacts from release of radioactivity
from the rcpository;
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3) Impacts to agriculture and fishcrics
and the importance of watcr to the
region:

4) Indirect effects, which include pub-
lic perception, whether real or per-
ceivcd, which would affect agricul-
ture and public health.

5) The actual studies that the states are
doing also were discussed, and the
need to ensure they are not biased,
(particularly considering the source
of the funding).

6) Other issues included emergency
planning, cultural impacts and the
role of native cultures that would
attempt to remain in the area, and,
that

) All impacts are eventually socioeco-
nomic impacts.

Mr. Parker turned the presentation over
to Mr. Stewart-Smith. Mr. Stewart-Smith
said one point that he thought was sig-
nificant was made by Phil Bereano
(Advisory Council), who indicated that
as a scientist, someone who spends many
years learning how to reduce lots of
things to numbers, that this would limit
treatment of other impacts--and it's some-
thing to be careful of. We should not
forget artistic and cultural values in our
society, said Mr. Stewart-Smith, that you
cannot really put monetary values on.

A citizen from the audience reminded
Mr. Parker and Mr. Stewart-Smith that
there was quite a bit of conversation
within the group of health issues and
surveys of health impacts. There also
was a concern that current standards malt
not be the same over time, regarding
environmental health. Mr. Parker said
that there was some discussion of how to
get better monitoring data. Mr. Bishop
said that he had an opportunity to sit in
on some of the Socioeconomic Group dis-
cussions. and that he said Russell Jim
(Washington Advisoryv Council. Yakima
Indian Nation) also had some interesting
ob 5scr vat ions.

Russell Jim said that Mr. Parker did an
excellent job of summarizing the group
discussion, but that the scientific world
has been amiss for many years when only
external issues are studied. He said that
scientists do not, as yet, seem to focus on
internal issues, such as the cultures of
people. He mentioned tests done in the
South Pacific where indigenous persons
in the areas wanted to return to their
own homes, even though their land was
contaminated. He said the culture
wanted the coconut trees back. He said.
even though dirt was excavated two feet
down, coconut trees eventually grow
deeper than that, and the trees became
useless. Mr. Jim said his point was that
the Yakima Nation would have nowhere
to go were the Yakima land rendered
useless, either by the continued contami-
nation from the millions of gallons of
waste already at Hanford or an accident
comparable to Chernobyl.

Mr. Jim said that socioeconomic issues
cannot be spoken about without relating
to the health and welfare of the people
who have been there since the beginning
of time. He said although they have
watched the activities at Hanford for
many vears, through mass public decep-
tion we all were assured that nothing was
wrong. Last year, the release of the
19,000 pages revealed something differ-
ent, and Mr. Jim said the tribe has many
maladies and a high rate of cancer and
leukemia. For some reason he said the
tribe had the highest rate of rheumatoid
arthritis in the country. He said there
has not yet been an adequate health
study on the people...for many budgetary
reasons. He hoped that one day funds
would be found to provide public health
records and better protection to the peo-
ple. The native people's culture is mis-
understood. Mr. Jim said he appreciated
the opportunity to speak.

Citizen Comments

Mr. Bishop said he would open the meet-
ing now to those who had questions.
Mr. Tom Price was the first speaker, who
said public involvement people should
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talk to the realtors on either side of thc
Columbia and ask them to do their own
survev to determine if a rcpository would
have any affect on land values along the
river. He said to ask the people involvcd
in agriculture to assess wrthcther the
repository would affect their economic
wdvell being. He said the public also
would want to talk to somebody about
potential health hazards. Mr. Price said
he knew he had a pack of cigarettes in
his pocket that said he might be killing
him, but if someone told him it was go-
ing to hurt him economically, and not a
big threat of possible physical harm, he
might pay more attention. He said peo-
ple would probably pay more attention to
financial threats than health threats.

Another speaker, Mr. Bill Dannert lives
in Vancouver and teaches high school.
He said he had attended manv of these
meetings--including the one held last
summer at Clark College. He said he had
discussed this issue with his students, but
they had felt powerless because they
couldn't vote and things like that. Then
Mr. Dannert said he had to decide
whether he would sit back or pick an
issue to become involved in. To him, the
nuclear waste disposal issue is probably
the biggest issue *in our lifetime...and
beyond our lifetime. He said to bury
something for 10,000 years was absurd.
"How will future generations know what
is buried?", he asked. Mr. Dannert said
that people associate themselves with
groups and get involved and enjoy it. We
enjoy being a part of something. He
encouraged everyone to forget about an
attitude that puts up boundaries between
us, and not to say, "send it to east coast,"
etc. He said he was for stopping the
production of wastes, and to make do
with other kinds of electricity. He said
that nuclear plants were not economically
sound.

The next speaker, Mr. Gary Bickett, said
that we can't forget the perception that
irrigation water could be contaminated.
and could affect agricultural market val-
ucs in the wlholc Northwest. He also said
wxe must remembcr psychological impacts.

lie questioned Terry Husseman regarding
an editorial in the "Oregonian" regarding
not limiting the repository to 70.000 tons-
-and he wondered if this would make
Hanford one of the top sites.
Mr. Husseman said that the USDOE on
May 28 elected to stop searching for a
second round site, which is against the
intent of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.
Mr. Husseman said that the USDOE told
Congress recently that, through an
amendment in their Mission Plan, thcy
wouldn't need to begin the second round
search until 1990. Congress told the
USDOE that the law should be followed,
and that what USDOE was proposing was
not what the law said. Then later,
Mr. Husseman said, the Secretary of
USDOE went back to Congress and said,
okay, unless Congress tells us otherwise
wte will start the second round search this
summer. This got the attention of cast-
ern senators, said 'Mr. Husseman. Eastern
senators wrote the USDOE and said that
the Secretary had made the right decision
when the second round search wvas
stoppcd. Several bills were introduced to
prohibit searches in granite and to
remove the limit on the amount the first
repository could take.

Mr. Husseman said that Congress would
like to avoid an east-versus-wvest con-
frontation, and he said that Congrcss
would like to solve the problem without
USDOE putting them in that situation.

Mr. Bishop asked if there were any fur-
ther comments. Ms. Helme Cortis Erkula,
a retired school teacher, said that she
enjoyed the preceding speaker and
Russell Jim's remarks. She said that in
her group, Mr. Jim mentioned that sev-
cral times the Yakima Tribe had asked
for health studies and had always been
turned down. She said it is an area that
scientists should analyze. She said a
stud) of the tribe would be an asset
because then have been in the area for
such a long time. She said she thought
the group leadcrs wcrc excellent. but that
there was money given to Oregon and
Washington by the U. S. Department of
Energy. She said whcnever someone gets
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a check from someone else, that thev
should be careful. She said for those of
us who are working for our Governor to
see to it that there is no bias in the
reports that will be coming from our
state. She mentioned that last fall over
80% of the people in Washington State
voted against having Hanford as a waste
repository. She said it is important, and
that although not scientific, it has a con-
crete affect on our economy and on peo-
ple. She said to remember the Indians
and listen to them. This ended her com-
ments.

Mr. Bishop asked if there were further
comments. Ms. Joane Alexia from the
Hanford Clearinghouse said that Senator
Mark Hatfield is urging debate on the
continued production of plutonium. She
also said that since Chernobyl, European
countries have taken some action to
phase out their power plant program by
the year 2002. She wondered what kind
of "proof" we needed before we took
these measures in our country.

Ms. Betty McCartle with the Oregon
Environmental Council said that we
should give something concrete to the
public to do--such as writing a letter, and
remind them of this at meetings.

Another citizen, Mr. Dennis Coburn, said
he wanted to express thanks to us for
coming to Vancouver and providing time
for the public to become involved in this.
He said he appreciated the time we put
into this. He said he thinks we all know
the nuclear waste problem is here and is
not going to go away, we are going to
have to deal with it, and that no one
wants it in their backyard. To Vancou-
ver, he said, their backyard is Hanford.
He urged the states to pursue some sort
of MRS and temporary solution to the
repository issue, and take some positive

action. He said it appeared that some of
the people east of the Mississippi wanted
a repository in the w est, and if that was
the case, perhaps a good idea would be to
find some suitable site in the west, but
from what he has heard, Hanford wvould
not be such a site. He said perhaps there
is another site to examine.

Mr. John Erkula, an ethnic researcher
and WWII veteran, spoke next, and com-
plimented Russell Jim's talk. He said he
was an old friend of Kiotus Jim, a tribal
leader. He knew the Hanford country
before anyone was there. He said
Hanford was built for atomic bombs, not
nuclear waste. He said the Tri-Cities
people are not going to vote themselves
out of a job--there are other places to get
the "pulse" of the people. He admired
our Council--and others who hold strin-
gent pressure against the USDOE for
quality assurance. He said we need to
keep our thumb on the USDOE and make
sure a good job is done. He also said to
be careful not to pollute the water, and
this ended his comments.

A Mr. Richfield spoke next and said he
would like to see a study on the radioac-
tive material that is going into the
Columbia River, the depletion of salmon
now and in the future. He said fish and
salmon are a future food for the world.
"If we lose it here, what are we going to
do?," he asked.

Mr. Bishop asked if there were any fur-
ther comments. There were no further
comments, so Mr. Bishop said that the
Council and Committee appreciated the
public interest in this meeting and
invited them to come again when we
return in another few months..

(Please note that summaries of the dis-
cussion group comments are enclosed.)

END
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MARCH 19 JOINT MEETING

WASHINGTON NUCLEAR WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

OREGON HANFORD ADVISORY COUNCIL

GROUP REPORTS

This report contains notes and flip chart information from the

four group discussions: Public Involvement, Site Characteri-

zation, Socioeconomic Impacts, Geology and Hydrology.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

How Do You Motivate People?

1. Find a way to make issues more understandable.

2. Give the issue an image.

3. Personally ask friends and family.

4. What can an individual do who's interested in issues that the

states are working on. (Groundwater)

5. Personal--need for more information.

6. Educate yourself: - attend meetings

- research

- sharing information

7. If people understand how nuclear issues affect them

A personally they would be more inclined to act.

1 8. Don't gay that it's too technical to learn.

9. Keep the issue SIMPLE.

10. Be aware of public officials "calming down' the public on

nuclear issues.

11. Accentuate the positive aspects of the effects of public

involvement.

12. Package issues in an understandable way to provide info.

13. Scientific effects on the human body (our family)--what are

they? 4 We have the opportunity to teach future

generations.

15. You don't have to be an expert to be involved.

16. Nuclear waste issues are a good topic for high school debate

teams 17. Use cable TV.

18. Ask local officials about their views.
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GEOLOGY & HYDROLOGY

1. How does state convince USDOE that site is not acceptable?

A screening of sites? Technical issue vs. government issue;

private vs. public land.

2. Tour of BWIP - 10,000 year containers can be built but too

costly.

3. Computer modeling for prediction of containment. 10,000

years for container security--is it possible to predict?

4. Burial vs. retrievable storage.

5. Poor data on water movement (speed, direction, materials

through which water flows).

6. Impact downstream -- on fisheries, drinking water, etc.

7. Cancer along the Columbia is associated with factory (indus-

try) pollution--not just radioactivity.

8. No site is suitable from a-political (personal) perspective.

9. Cask integrity for burial.
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SITE CHARACTERIZATION

1. USDOE has not emphasized MRS enough. We need more time to

study geologic disposal.

2. Concerned about Quality Assurance and the quality of USDOE

data.

3. A large investment in a site may lead to the site being

chosen.

4. Has "turn off the spigot" been considered. Why continue

creating problems.

5. 85X of civilian waste comes from East of the Mississippi.,

6. Safety-- especially foreign waste.
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SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

(The following notes are from the flip charts.)

1. Bias in study due to funding source of money.

2. Weight to be given to social and economic impacts.

3. Impact on health in Tri-Cities and data basis for estimates.

Absence of accurate tracking.

4. Relation of social and economic impacts to potential bene-

fits of nuclear power.

5. Effect on fisheries - enhanced, surveillance of levels in

fish.

6. Effects of public perception: Stigma effects

- tourism

- migration

- compensation for

7. Effect of stigma on migration to Columbia River Gorge.

8. Effect on agriculture via irrigation, i.e. groundwater.

9. Global contamination via hydrologic cycle.

10. Costs of water purification and feasibility.

11. Adequacy of current guidelines and relation to public

perceptions.

12. Percentage of jobs to local and duration of employment.

13. Emergency preparedness for transportation.

14. Costs of public involvement and repository studies, public

education.

15. Need to add cost of maintaining sustainable economy and

culture of native cultures. Future monitoring of health and

environment

16. Benefits: - Increased awareness and meaning of treaties

- Basis for improved health studies
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17. Need to look at subjective and non-quantifiable values, e.g.

intrinsic value of nature.

(The following notes are from the group's note-taker.)

Impact report described.

Occupations - Business - Recreation

Long time periods to consider

Actual benefits and problems.

People's perceptions

1. If funding comes from DOE is work going to be unbiased?

2. How much weight will be given economic issues vs. other

issues discussed tonight?

3. Impact on health in Tri-Cities and data basis for estimates.

4. Absence of accurate tracking. Need for balance -- need to

look at potential benefits.

5. Effects on fisheries

6. Enhanced Columbia River surveillance recommended.

7. Effects of public perception

Stigma: - tourism

- migration

- compensation for

8. Effects on agriculture via irrigation, i.e. groundwater.

9. Global contamination via hydrological cycle.

10. Costs of water purification and feasibility

11. Inadequate current guidelines of safe dosage.

12. Percent of jobs to local-duration of employment.

13. Transportation and emergency preparedness, water and land.

14. Costs and benefits to maintain and defend sustainable
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economy to culture of native cultures; e.g. health studies

needed.

1.5. Impact on Pasco Basin

16. What is value of water and all concerns over thousands of

years.

17. Need to look at intrinsic worth of nature.
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SITE CHARACTERIZATION

Kathie Snook

Terry Husseman

Don Provost

Mary Lou Blazek

Terry:

Review of NWPA - 3 sites

Nat'l policy: 1. permanent storage via deep geologic repository

2. process

3. funding by nuclear reactor utilities ($30

billion estimate)

DOE responsible for implementation.

States and tribes affected to have funding and participation in

process.

Schedule: 5>3>1 site for 2 repositories

(DOE has stopped 2nd round process)

6 states>3 choices EIS draft, then EIS (final): Texas, Nevada,

Washington. May 28, 1986.

There are legitimate issues to pursue case in congress and in

courts against the process BUT site characterization MUST go on,

and we MUST monitor it.

Licensing requires that DOE must show waste will be safe for

10,000 years.

The only way waste (radioactivity) can get out is via water.

Hanford is unique because the other 2 sites are dry.

So Washington must make sure that a scientific study will be done

so that criteria are met for the safe storage.
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Mary Lou Blazek

Site characterization plan will be 23-35,000 pages -- due out

this fall. DOE has released draft chapters of the polan.

Don Provost

Activities in site characterization:

Critical area is hydrology

$4 million spent on testing (since 1976) already.

Since the work has been criticized, some of these tests are being

re-done.

A lot of tests are from the surface--not all geologic

characteristics show up this way.

Another area of testing -- hydrology by boring test wells.

Exploratory shaft: 3000 feet deep, 6 foot diameter, steel lined.

Question as to whether it will be successful. Work environment

will be rough, risky; then, if successful to this point, more

experiments will follow--drilling sideways, retreiving canisters,

etc. Then all the data will be presented to NRC for licensing.
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Sam Reed

( As characterization goes ahead it merges with construction and

operation.

Provost

Concerkn of the state: When done with site characterization,

still less will be known aabout it than the others. NRC is

concerned about engineered fix"--Hanford has more of these.

Q. Are other sites on Federally owned land? Texas-private,

Nev. BLM

A. Terry: DOE hasn't even set foot on the land.

Sam: Interresting that they used same rating system for all

these areas.

q. Why did they pick Texas?

A. Provost: Salt has always been favored by National Academy of

Science--salt is plastic, they know a lot about it.

Remark: Money talks. Third generation of people working

there.

Q. How long is long-term regreivability?

A. 50 years. So far the DOE has started with near-surface test

facility. Difficult to simulate for depth of 3,000 feet.

Tests of 3-4 years to be correlated out to 3-400 years.
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Q. How many of 9 sites had nuclear power plants on them?

A. None.

Terry: Diagram of Texas site: Ogallala aquifer-drill through

it. But the farmers are afraid of contamination

through the shaft.

Q: Wouldn't the shafts be a short circuit to the top?

Provost: Liner to be put down shaft and then lined with

grout. (Plan to start it in 1989). [Description of

site characterization plan]. Hydrology is a big

issue, but so are others before they start the shaft.

Starting the shaft is very symbolic here in

Washington state.

Q. Has DOE answered why all 3 sites are here when 85 of waste

comes from East?

Terry: Explained what has gone on so far.

Provost: DOE has ignored the defense waste.

Terry: The second repository was to be a backup. If only

one is needed, congress must change the law.

Q. Weren't transportation costs considered?

A. Provost: In multi-attribute analysis, very simplistic.

Q. Why do we let agency and companies whom we don't trust go

ahead with the process?

A. Terry: We are pursuing it in congress and courts, BUT they
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are forging ahead so we must do our best to keep the study

honest.

Mary Lou: That's why it's so important that we keep

informed technically, keep you involved, then we can

challenge it on technical basis.

Terry: So far we are making progress--we are to have total

access to all records (40 million pages in total)

Q. lHow can they compare the sites when they are so diverse?

Isn't it written on the wall? And if we do stop Hanford,

what happens to the waste?

A. Terry: The NWPA said money should be spent on other ways of

disposal. DOE has stopped this now. At this point the door

is almost shut on any other options. Must be based on

scientific rather than political basis. It's the quality of

the materials that matter. The river is what matters -- it

can't leak.

Concerns: What councils can do, what we're concerned about:

1. MRS should be explored

2. Quality Assurance of data from USDOE

3. Investing so much money that we can't back out

4. Stop producing nuclear waste?

Terry: (Explanation of NRC's waste confidence rule)

5. 85% of waste comes from East

6. Safety
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ADDENDUM TO NUCLEAR WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL MINUTES OF MARCH 19,
1987:

Public Comment on Mission Plan

Karengale Valenzuela of Battleground, Washington, stated her concern that USDOE
should definitely further detail the methods which would resolve the transportation and
socioeconomic issues. She suggested the Council be more aggressive and assertive in
language in their comments to the amended Mission Plan. Ms. Valenzuela said that issues
of nuclear waste need to be addressed. In addressing nuclear waste, emphasis should be
placed on the possibility of a timetable for reducing the quantity of nuclear waste, that is
source reduction. She questioned the need for the vast amounts of nuclear waste that are
currently being produced. Part of the nuclear waste management problem is the
production of the wastes, she said. Source reduction should be considered as part of the
solution.

Ms. Valenzuela also stated that regarding the transportation and socioeconomic issues, the
language used in the state's comments should be much stronger on the long-term effects on
future generations. She said it is not just the socioeconomic effects on people living in
Washington, United States or in the world today, but a problem which will be around for
centuries. In the documents, the problem needs to be kept in perspective. The problem
will not be solved in our lifetime and we do not have the wisdom or technological know-
how to dispose of the nuclear waste. She emphasized the need to address the affects on
future generations.

She stated her opposition to Hanford as the possible site for the nation's first permanent
repository. Ms. Valenzuela stated she was encouraged by the Nuclear Waste Advisory
Council's efforts and told Council members not to be timid in their approach. She stated
her appreciation to the Council members for their efforts and dedication. In conclusion,
she said regarding the socioeconomic and transportation issues, for the state to demand
much more from the USDOE because this is one of the few ways the public can have
input and they are large issues.

Victor Overstreet, a citizen from Lewis County, asked for the state's reaction in regard to
former Governor Dr. Dixy Lee Ray's proposal to dispose of nuclear waste in the ocean.
Don Provost responded that ocean disposal has always been a major consideration and
included in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act calling for continuing research. However, Mr.
Provost said the USDOE has curtailed funding for research in this area. He stated that
Dr. Ray's proposal is different than most in ocean research. Her proposal recommends
disposal in biologically barren parts of the ocean, down into the sediments where very
little activity occurs. Mr. Provost stated that other scientists are concerned about her
proposed technique because there will always be certain monobiological activity that
could be working. Most of the scientists are researching techniques to dispose of the
waste between the ocean plates called subduction zones. The Nuclear Waste Board
members endorsed a letter requesting the USDOE to continue funding to support the
subseabed study programs.

Mr. Overstreet also inquired about how other countries are disposing of nuclear waste.
Mr. Provost replied that other countries are reprocessing the spent nuclear fuel. Sweden
has an equivalent to a monitored retrievable storage system which is expected to last fifty
to one hundred years. This will enable Sweden to study different proposals for a
permanent repository. He stated that each country is moving in a different direction. Mr.
Overstreet commented that the United States is not always the forerunner in every aspect
of technology.



WARREN A. BISHOP
Chair

STATE OF WASHINGTON
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ADDENDUM TO THE
MINUTES OF THE NUCLEAR

WASTE BOARD MEETING

MARCH 20, 1987

As follow-up to the Socioeconomic Committee Report, Commissioner Ray Issacson noted

concern for Benton County's participation in the upcoming socioeconomic studies. He

stated there was a definite need for the county to interface in the studies, and inquired if

plans had been made regarding the support of Benton County staff for such purposes.

Mr. Esehels responded the contract did include costs for local officials to review the data

pertaining to the Socioeconomic Impact Study, and also the more specific issues such as

transportation impacts.


