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APPENDLX A

1. Role of the States

"Considering that significant arnounts of

high level radioactive waste (and potential

waste--spent fuel) exist and that disposal

of such waste is presently a Federal responsi-

bility, what role can and should the States

play regarding siting of a IILW repository?"

A-1-1

____-__ -__.
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Site Suitability Criteria and Issues
Discussion Group Issue Matrix

ISStI RESPONSE

Denver Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Sowards Group

1. Role of the States As a specific issue
in regard to siting the introductory
a IILER. question was not

addressed.

Ia. Final responsibility The Sowards Group This issue raised many A minority opinion There was discussion If there are enough sites

for site approval, reached a consensus points that are sub- said that ultimately that ultimately the then the states would have
that NRC, in co- cencerns of the princi- the Congress or the Congress or the courts the right to reject.
operation with the pal issue of responsi- courts will have tha will have the final au- g , g
states, should have bility and authority. final authority on thority on approval of
final authority for These were: approval of a IILWH a IILWIt site because
" *EE ** " "* I "E *

$ (1) When and how does g
a e, t en Mt w h

' a state tw*come in- The group was the state should decide
"##"" * *I **"

volved ? divided on the issue the location.to pass a law whichof a state having the
#) Will a state have a will authorize the It was noted that the

g g
rW m W e mmi si ning ia group would not want

siting of a IILWR.
siting of a IILWR ? IIL%R. the MIC to disregard

the sentiments of the
p) The states view In all instances the 3 pPoph
the siting process as states want to partici-
a significant one and pate in the siting pro-
want early involvement cess,

in the decision making
activities.

I

m_ __ _ ___ _.__._.____
. _. . . . ___
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ISSI'E RESIONSE

Ilambleton Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

NRC needs to invite the States desir9 a partner-
L Hole of the States There was group The principal concern

regarding the siting consensus that the of the llambleton states to participate ship with NRC in the

of a IILW11. states have a role group was that from the beginning in entire siting process.

and should partici- many of the other any IIL%Tt siting pro-

pate with NRC in: Issues suggested by cess so that the state
NRC were dependent may tw* more amenable

.

upon how the role of to llL%11 acceptance.

the states was to Ic
(2) the licensing defined.
process, and

p) in participation
with DOE activities.

M. Final authority for This group reached The principal concern Congress will af the state is to have NItC needs to demon-

site approval. a consensus that of the llambleton group eventually have to veto power over a site strate that siting a IIL%11

NRC, with strong was state partici- determine the site than the specific areas is in the national interest

i state input and co- pation and input of a llL%Tt. This of that power need to so that a state may>

1 operation should to the decisionmaking could be accomplis- le set forth, accett,

have the final site process. An important ed through control (1) health / safety NItC and DOE should
approval responsi- but subconcern was the of the funding for a C) social
bility. legality of a state IIL%11 and by legisla- p) economic

"P" " " " "#'

veto over an NItC tion concerning

decision, fedarat land use.

Gilbart Group

This group did not
1. Role of the States address the intro-regarding the siting

duetory question.
of a HL%TI.

. _ _ _ _ . .__

_ _ - . .
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Gilbert Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
M. Final authority for The Gilbert Group A principal concern Minnesota entered a Oregon noted that its

site approval. was divided on who to the Gilbert Group statement of concern state had a similar law
would have the final was the role and use that a IIL%11 could not and that the question
authority for siting of preemption by the be located in that state will ultimately have to
approval. federal government without approval of the be addressed by the

*""8* "" ' * * ' " " ' " " " * "##'8 "" " " **(1) It was generally
believed that a state hat may 1

A comment was madeeby state assessment that issues la. and
would have to be lb. were a shotgun

*

made for site approach to solving
approval. the problem.

(2) Another view of
the group was that '

NRC. In cooperation
'

> with the states,

f should have the final
* approval authority.

|

|

t

i
- __ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - - _ _ . - - - -



ISSUE ItESPONSE

Woods Group Consensus 1*rincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

g 11 ole of the States The introductory
regarding the siting issue was addressed
of a IIL%11. under the sub issues.

_la. Final authority for The Woods Group The principal concern The states most signifi- The states do not want
site approval. reached consensus in the Woods Group cant role may tw found to le known only as the

on the MlC, in co- on this issue was over in educating and inform- messenger or whipping
operation with the the types of mechanisms ing the general public boy of the NRC.
states, should have that a state may employ on IlLW activities, g
final site approval in order to preclude requirements, and

, , g
authority and siting a IILuTt within locations. ,g, ,,, pg
responsibility. Its boundaries. , , g

These were presented as: or spent fuel used in
**"**I(1) who has the final say
. ' *

> on whether or not a llLWil
7 is sited?
w

(2) Does the state have a
veto right over sP.ing a
llLWit ?

(3) May a state require

NItC to obtain its approval
on siting a IIL%71?

- _. _ __ _ .
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ISSU E ItESPONSE
,

New Orleans Consensus l'rincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Mudrey Group

1. Role of the States The Mudrey Group ,

regarding the sit- did not discuss the
! ing of a llLWit. Introductory question.

a. Final responsibility The consensus was The Mudrey Group
for site approval, that NRC, in co- had a minority opinion '

operation with the that the issue may end
states, should have up being decided by
the final responst- the courts or in
bility on siting a Congress.,

IILMTI.

Nemeth Group

; 1. Itole of the States Ir:dividual states The principal con ~ The states should be The states and the fed-'

regarding the sit- should have the cern was that in- dealt with as a partner eral government should
iing of a IILMTt. opportunity to enter stitutional barriers in trying to solve the establish a working |

,

> into an active would preclude a HLW problem. relationship that wouldE partnership with meaningful relation- amor.g other thir.gs striveE "* "** " * * * * *NRC and DOE in ship between the to educate and inform
* * * " " * "the siting and oper- federal government the general public on the,fation of IILWIls, and the states. hazards and safeguardsOne suggestion was

' ' " * * " * * * *[ for the state to parti-
cipate in the decision-

| making process.
\
l

I
>

!

!
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ISSUE RES PONSI: i

| Nemeth Group Consensus Principal Concern .Tlinority Opinion Discussion i
|

| M. Final responsibility The general belief The principal concern A minority view saw The states should be The state should be in- ;

for site approval. was that the NRC, was that the states the Congress and the approached early in volved with preliminary
in cooperation with would be precluded courts ultimately the siting process and site investigations long
ik states, should from the decision- deciding who would should be included in before an application is
have the regulatory making process in have the " final" all the decisionmaking. made by DOE.
authority for siting a llL%II. approval on siting

The NHC needs to ad- The states cannot knowapproving a IIL%Tt. a llLWR.
gg g ,7 g

problems of long term ment is thinking until it
| care as it relates to a establishes some type of
| IIL%R. This responsi- policy on siting IIL%Rs.

bility clearly will not
E " *

, le a state one. ,

j IIL%It bemg a commer- ;

Since a repository will cial venture hi&= the
'

be essentially a fed- federal responsibility.

U* * " * "

.Y 11 4 o r tion har ed with NRC's authority *

4 to be viewed in that
.,Can the NRC act

light. 'I11erefore, a g g

site is basically a fed- assurance that it will not.

eral responsibility,
be mmc''

Porter Group j
'

L Role of the States The Porter Group did,

regaraing the sit- not deal with the general
f ing of a IIL%II. Introductory question.

l a. Final responsibility No consensus was The principal concern Does the state have a All states have lieen sub-
for site approval, reached on this of th= Iwter Group role in siting a III,%It if jected to federal agency

issue. was whether or not a the federal government pressures and see the
i
istate had any regulatory selects and ignores the same situation occurring

authority over a federal desires of a local with IIL%T1 siting, i

agency, community ?
Tese - M M T\"A

,

| All states want the wants something they
'

electricity generated get it. DOE is in the

by nuclear power but same position as TVA.

none want the waste
or waste problem.

f

. . , - -



ISSUE RESPONSIC
,

Day Group Consensus Ivincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

h Role of the States This specific issue
regarding the sit- was not clearly ad-
ing of a HL%R. dressed by the Day

Group.

_la. Final responsibility There was general There were many The Texas position is What is the position Is the NHC authorized to
for site approval, consensus that the concerns in the Day that a state should have of the federal govern- make the final approval

final responsibility Group over this an active role with NRC ment with regarti to of a IIL%R? The
for siting should issue. Some of in the siting of a HL%11. accepting waste from question may end up with
lie with NRC, in these were: other countries ? Congress and in the

'"# "*'" " "cooperation wita courts.(1) A state should play is NRC with the state Will this be a HL%R ;the states. an active role with should have final for US waste or will Adjacent and/or border-
'

NHC in siting a IILWR. approval of the IIL%R it be an international ing states need to have
site. Ws wm'd be a HM? a voice in the sWg

(2) A state should shared responsibility. decistorshare the responsi- E me sMe de is one
> bility with NRC in the of cooperation with
f final approval of a NRC in siting a HL%R
co HL%R. does this mean the

** ** ** **#
(3) Is the NRC
authorized to make ##78 #I '""

t" " ***the final approval of
a HL%B 7

(4) Adjacent /borar
states should have a
part in the siting

wrocess.

(i) If the states work
in cooperation with

j NRC in siting a IIL%R,
! does that give the state
( a right of veto over
' site approval?

_ _ _ _ _ vat = _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - ~ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Philadelphia
Paulson Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

1. Role of the States
- regarding the siting The group did not

gg,gg address the intro-
ductory issue.

la. Final authority for The Paulsc1 Group The principal concern A minority opinion
site approval. reached a c~nsensus was over the problem was recorded that

on the NHC having of techlical and poli- fir.at approval may
final authority tical issues. This ultimately rest with

jointly with the im- group saw the require- the President,

pacted states. ment for the site
approval process to be
split into two phases.,

j Callen Group

h Role of the States he Callen Group
regarding the siting on this issue reach-
of a HL%R. ed general consensus

on early state involve-y
.L ment with continuing
5 inputs to all of NilC's,

E PA's, and DOE's
activities involving
the siting and opera-
tion of HL%Tt.

& Final responsibility The group reached A ndnority opinion
for site approval. agreement by saving was recorded that

the final authority the final approval of
,

should rest with the a IIL%R site was
NRC, in a working political in nature

arrangement with the and may ultimately
impacted states. require action by the

President or Congress.
t

i

>

r . -- ,- - w ~ + .-- -
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Davis Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

h Role of the States This group deemed it j
regarding the siting unnecessary to address |
of a llLWR. the general introductory

*issue.

1a. Final authority for The Davis Group The principal concern It was pointed out by a
site approval. did not reach a of this group was that participant that the i

consensus on who of a state veto over states woutri not have
should have the a DOE IIL%R site. the power to grant
final authority for approval, only to veto |
site approval. a candhiate site, j

!

Lavine Group j

h Role of the States This group did not
regarding the siting address the general

#
4 of a IILHR. Introductory issue as

1 such.

. Final responsibility The Lavine Group A minority of the 4

for site approval. reached consensus group believed that
on the issue of the ultimate decision
final authority. A on site approval would I

majority saw the rest with the Congress,
NRC, in cooparation the President or in the
with the states, as courts. Some partici-

having the final pants did not believe
approval responsibility. the issue was correctly *

stated. ,

: :

1 -

I ,

k
I

i

l

b

.

. _ . __ ._. _ . . . _ . _ _ -
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f ISSLIE R ESPONS E

lhnver Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Sowards Group '

,

Ib. NRC Licens- Group consensus is The group concern was The group noted that NRC should give the
ing Process that states want early that early involvement DOE should approach states /public an oppor-

participation and in- of the state would not the public/ state a8 tunity to participate !volvement in a siting be forthcoming. early in the proces't early so that they cannot
ecis n. as g ssible. say they were denied anWhat role has a neighbor-

Adjacent or sur-
ing state in the siting of States should become opportunity to partici-

rounding states are
allLMTt? Involved before DOE E" "

as interested in a
siting as are the im- The group concern was applies for a licenre NRC should deal with all

to NRC. the social and economicpacted state. that states should have
Y an opportunity to make DOE should realize issues-impactswarly on
$ an evaluation of the site that it has a lot of so that the public will

from first notification caordination to do know what is going to"

occur. NRC should alsoof being a potential site. with the states before
The state would then it can sink preliminary solicit early involvement
monitor aud evaluate shaft or bore holes. In the process so that
each DOE /NRC decision. everybody has an inter-

DOE has done con- est in the succe es of the
The group voiced a siderable wrk at the venture.
strong concern over llanford site, yet no

The states want to haveearly resolution of buffer official approaches
zone surface issues as have been made to the input early so that a
they relate to the environ- state of Oregon about step by step develop-

ment of the IILWR won'tment and commualty. the possibility of a
"""#* '" C "~IIL%Tt being sited inA concern was whether crete" from an economicg gor not the federal govern- stam! point.a strong concern overment will comply with

this possible siting of Can the US wait untilstr8' t state regulallans
, a llL%Tt in llanford. there is a facility design

NitC should make sure before approval or dis-
that DOE is told of apprmal of a site is
Oregon's concern. given ?

- _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _
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ISSUE RES PONSE

Denver Consensus Principal Concern Minorliy Opinion Discussion
Sowards Group

lb. NItC IJeens- Technical process DOE should deal with NRC's step by step

ing Process should be NRC's major the balance between approach to site approval
,

and only concern in technical and political may have a considerable
site selection and effects of site selection. influence on making the

" " "* "E' *# *" *
DOE should present

***Y""" * " "
The group expressed a range of sites for

*N *
concern that DOE NRC review.
will not carry out its ""N#"" " ~

DOE should be responsi-
responsibilities to the approval of a site shouldgg g ,, ,,

fullest extent. he on its technical
decisions involved with

" """
The group expressed site selection.
concern with the handl- The underlying theme while protecting the
ing of surface and sub- throughout the group public. Any other factor .

'" was DOE do your job is or should be for the
> ote It t R an wa em npss, cms, ek.
f should look at the impact insure the protection of to decide.- of both these operations.o NP States have an input

" * " * * * " ' "' N " I
e i g that NItC shou points in the licensing NIIC at the GEIS hearing *

Insure that DOE does
!

process. If these are and the EIS hearing.
its job - carries out its ewed jointly by NRC/'

* * * " * " " "responsibilities - and and the state, it would
""#"* ** Yreports the findings, mean that DOE won't;

| NRC can then judge from DOE is due before the
'"" #"~

a technical standpoint the EIS to NRC.
cept development, pre-

;

liminary site salection,
,

! The states are concern- application, construction,

,

ed with the process that etc. path which will cost
I will be used to deter- a lot of money and will

mine the ultimate site be hard to turn away from.
from those nominated.



- ._ - ___- _ - _ _ .__ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . . . . . . . .

)
'

,f

ISSU E It ES PONSE

llambleton's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discuss on

Ib. NitC Licens- There was group If the state does not A minority opinion it was noted by the If a state does wt
ing Process consensus on the want a llLWIt will DOE held that NltC should group that the feAral respnd to NitC's

states participat- stop efforts to locate not lleense a repost- government has pre- request to participate
; ing with NitC in: a site within that state? tory unless the state emption rights on fed- this should not be con-

(1) Iteview Process '" # * "F" ' " "" "" " ""I " " # ""States want to le in-C) I.let nsing tory in located has as a veto of the site." ' * "U- U""#(3) Participation demonstrated a
* , ment of Draft Environ- its desire to be involv- If an applicant can show

#"U" Y " U"# #*mental Impset State- ed in all repository that he is not going toan independent assens-In the licensing ments DEls - both netivities. A comment violate regulations - NItC
d h fd4process, there was with Dol' and NItC. warned the group not will have to license.

a general consensus to get caught in review- % hat provisions are
that federal funding Ing their own develop- there to insure that the
should be made mental work. most quallfled applicant
available to the " " " IShould NItC include instates so that an ogerator ?.ts regulations a sectioni
indetwndent assess-

I to asm E a mM Nment of the Ill,%.
and evaluate "stato im- publish a schedule ofw

4 facility could be
,, g g ,w conducted.

lleensing proccas ? process as it regards,

"E'NitC was requested to
,

develop and establish a NItc should not license
system for state involve- a repository unlesR the,

4

ment in the licensing particular state in uhtch
*

process. This was for the repository is located
. both (1) formal and has approved the site,
! C) Informal matters. citeept where the site is
I defined as in the nationalNltC was regtested to

interest.
! have formal approval by
! the staus of its Ilcens-

Ing process.

i

.

.

t
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ISSUE RESPONSE

'

Gilbert's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

lb. NRC Licens- The youp was satis- States want to be in A comment was made The NRC licensing -

ing Process fled with the licens- on all the discussions that state input is process should have an
;

i ing process if (1) involving a IIL%11 site. sometimes frozen out interested state section '

| full disclosure is of generic reports made so that each impacted
made to all interest- by federal agencies. state will automatically

I ed parties and 4) be brought into the

j states have early in- decisionmaking chain.
put and participation
in the process.

?

i
Woods' Group'

No clear consensus States would have the What about transpor- !
was reached. Ilow- right to become an tation of IILW through
ever, the group ex- interested party auto- a state to another state,

>
y pressed satisfaction matically. Can the corridor state l

Intervene in the pro- !g with NRC's proposed H & HIM sh b
repository licensing posed prozess as an

b me Me m e
" " " "^*process. adjacent state or

;

neighboring sta*e Everytirae there is a
intervene as an inter- hearing the state has an i

'

ested party ? opportu nity to partici-
; pate as an interested !

party.
!

i

I

i

. >

'

,

i
*

;
__ _ _ __ _ _ _ . _ . . . - . - _ _ _ _ _ _ . ___ __ _ _ . _ _ _- _ - . . . . . - - ._ _ . _ __ __ _ _ _ . . _ . . _ . _ _ . . . _ . _ . . . _ _
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ISSU E HICSPONSE

New Orleans Consensus Principal Concern Minority opinion Discussion
Mudrey's Group

lb. NHC Licens- Chair: There is The Mudrey group Chair: There seems There was discussion
ing Process general satisfaction cited federal pre- to be enough places in on (1) getting NHC out [with the licensing emption as its the licensing process of the process of site i

process and the principal concern to insure state partici- reviews and (2) letting
potential for state on this issue. pation. the states conduct the i

,

' "E" * * ' " * * *A comment was made
that the state should be approving stak aedons.

Invited to participate in
the licensing process as
soon as the state is being
considered as a potential

! Ill WH site.
Nemeth's Group

Consensus of the NItC should require that The states should be
T group was that the DOE in the licensing allowed to participate.

[ states should be process show interface at their level of techni-
'

involved in the procedures with a po- cal expertise,w

licensing process tential impacted state
"

from the environ- and what level of involve-
mental review on. ment is anticipated from

the state at which time
in the proc:ess.

At an early stage in the
process NHC should give
hearings on a IIIER

.

broad media coverage.
This would be a massive
publicity program inviting
from the public early and
significant involvement.
The point is by generating
involvement better under-
standing of the problem
and hopefully acceptance

! of the measures that need
to be taken will te
achieved.

, i

-- . - -. , -- , . , . . . . - . . ... , . . , -- .- -- -
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ISSUE R ESPONSE

Nemeth's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
continued

Ib. NRC Licens. May state agencies
ing Process participate in the

licensing process ?

When DOE approaches
NRC for a license, they
will conceivably submit
alternative cites. What
will the states be able
to say about these on
the site review ?

Porter's Group If possible, the states Federal agencies only Federal agencies are
want to be a party to the hold hearings when always willing to listen-

entire licensing process. they have a problem. will do it in shifts if
> One view was that the nee 3 ey cannd

DOE Statement.states should be required surrender the ultimate*"
welces stat

h to be a party to the right of preemption.
input. A representa-

licensing process. F&n listeW %-tive cited DOE's letter or may not have an
NRC should evaluate the on its policy for carry- effect on what their
possibility of creating a ing out explorations in
"special role for the any state. This policy
states in its licensing honors a states desires.
procedure."

A mechanism for state
involvement in federal
decisions needs to be
developed. It should
address: (1) total involve-
ment and (2) not limit the
states options (3) if a state
elects not to comply with
a federal decision no puni-
tive action should be sug-

gested or applied. For

example, the 55 mph law
or lose highway funding.

-



( ISSUE RESPONSE

Day's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

( lb. NRC Licens- The principal concern The state of Wisconsin The examples of DOE
| ing Process with this group is that wants to be involved activities in the past at
j decisions will be made with any decision that Ifanford, Nevada, and
j by either DOE or NRC will affect it from the New Mexico support the
l without state partici- very beginning, idea that they at DOE

( pation. * * * " * **I" * IWisconsin Dept. of
w ssed be meaningNRC should request that Natural Resources

I * *DOE focus in on the tar- wants an opportunity
"#"# ***

, get states, technically, to evaluate and review
l and proceed with the an EIS and to partici- NRC should establish a

IILWR siting program. pate in every step of written procedure so

the licensing process. that a state knows whereNRC needs to know that,

can n pa cipakinvolvement by the states In the licensing pro-
'" * 8 "** "Etakes funding and man- cess, NRC should in-
proce s,power. 11as there been vite the states who will

y any though given to pro- be impacted to get in-
y riding assistance to the volved early, join in
O states for evaluation and the review process,

monitoring in waste monitor and evaluate
management? Some the decisions, attempt
states cannot afford the to educate the public
expense of monitoring a and improve communi-
IILWR. cations and cooperation

"" ""If a state objects to a * *** **IILWR site on technical
grounds what recourse
does it have in the
licensing process?

- _- _ _ - - _ ______ - _____._________
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Day's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
j Continued

Ib. NRC Licens- A side issue or concern
ing Process of this group was the

transportation problem.
'If a state is a non-

candidate state yet is in
a transportation corridor
to a IILWTl what partici-
pation can it anticipate
in the licensing process ?

To what extent will a
state be allowed to
participate in the licens-
ing process ? Adminis-
tratively, Technically,

etc. ?
,
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ISSU E RESPONSE

Philadelphia Consensus Principal Concern 5finority Opinion Discussion
'

Paulson's Group

lb. NRC Licens- The group was concern- The Paulson Group clid
ing Process ed with improving the not make any specific

process and suggested proposals on the licens- ;

that (1) informal dis- ing process.
,

cussions take place |

between NRC/ DOE and
( the impacted states
' early in the process, ;

| and C) that formal in-
'

[
volvement of the states
be arranged at the pre-

i liminary review stage
i before NRC issues any

formal correspondence
> to DOE.

' O

b !

i

:

t

!

:

.
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ISSUE ItESPONSE

Callen's Group Consensus l'rincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

1b. NRC Licens- The group reached The principal concern
ing Process a consensus that was that states should

impacted states be involved in the en-
! |

should be informed tire site selection
<

lefore exploration processes of DOE i
or land purchases and NitC. ;

for a llLMTl take
"I""""* P" Pplace within the state.i

' that the current policy
on response to federalThe group reached

iy , g
agreement that NRC'

limited. They suggested'

should require DOI',' ,
'that when a site had beento submit several

specifically identified icandidate sites simu- '

p g
Itaneously. NltC formally notified and

> decision on licensing
automatically included.

| should then be based- '" ##"" "E P * """"^ E on a comparative [o
analysis of sites.

!
'

!

!
,

4

h

I

f
,
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_ ISSUE RESPONSE

Davis's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

1b. NRC Licens- The participants in The concern of the The grotrp indicated It was suggested that .
ing Process this group were not group was that there that involvement could state activities in the

satisfied with the should be more state be accomplished liceneing process be
licensing process involvement. through increased supported bv federal
as it now exists. meetings with federal funds. This suggestionThe question of public

"E*" '*"* * * * * * "8 " "It was believed that hearings also surfaced.
' " " * * * ' " * " * "involvement by the It was indicated that These rneetings could be
**" " " ' "states should begin state input would come used as an information

"" * "" E *"# " ~in the pre-licensing, at this point. It was distributing mechanism
9" "## * *site selection stage recommended by the on what the current state

8* "*""8'with DOE and group that public hear- of the art is in waste
( continue throughout ings, if not obligatory, management. It was suggested that
I the entire process, be held between the state groups could be

was suggnM thatsending of the " letter" assisted by professionalstate input could be inat the end of the pre- associations wheng g
i > liminary site review technical expertise was

" * ' * * *
j f and the authorization needed.

O phase. It was also in~ The Davis Group in-

dicated that there dicated that state input;

should be formal meet- should be mandatory.
Ings of the aforemention-
ed group of NRC, DOE
and state staffs concern-
ing licensing procedures

'and siting methodologies
before the letter is sent
out. An intent of action
notice should also be
published in the Federal
Register.

_ _ _ - . _ . - - _ - - - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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ISSUE _ _it E-i PON SE

I.avine's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority opinion Discussion
i

Ib. NRC IJeens- The I.avine Group The state participants The states noted that Certain participants
ing Process reached a consensus were concerned that no participation in the suggested that NItC |

on two points under actual state input would licensing process could should approach licens -
this issue: he allowed in the site cause additional funding ing of a repository in a

selection and licensing requirements. It sug- wholistic perspective
E "* K"" " " *" * # "'""""F 8clLssatisfie I wi h t

"EP' I "' "E " "*""repository licensing *

funding. (ther participantsprocess as proposed, gg y""''
situation had to be

G) States should be considered simultaneous-
given the opportunity ly with the technical
for input in the process situation.
as early as p>ssible. *

l

> b

b
b

i
;

!

(

!

c
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Site Suitability Criteria and Issues
Discussion Group Issua Matrix

ISSUE RESPONSE

Denver Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Sowards Group

l_c. Appropriate State The group agreed
Activities that an appropriate

activity for a state
would le to monitor
the IILW repository

| development process
' to insure satisfaction

with federal activities.

Adjacent states would

also le included in the
monitoring process.

Hambleton's Group
As it concerns ap-y propt f ate statey

U activities this group
did not specify any I

particular activity
but emphasized a

,

strong interest in !

ptrticipating both

formally and infor-
mally with NRC and -
other federal agencies
in the waste manage-
ment program.
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Gilbert's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

Ic. Appropriate State This group agreed A representative from State laws require It was noted that all
Activities that all activities Minnesota expressed monitoring. Usually the activities noted in

specified by NHC, concern with alternate errors are discover- the proposed NRC
plus some others, uses of the buffer zone ed by state monitor- issues are appropriate
such as emergency around the IIL%Tt. lie ing agencies, activities for the state.
planning and en- wanted to know what
vironmental monitor- the N1tC's plans were

ing would be ap- for alternative uses of
propriate state the buffer zone. Fur-
activities. ther, will NRC fund

studies for alternative
uses.

Will the federal govern-
ment fund state agencies

? who want to monitor the
7 area around a liLWR ?
%

* *U The Woods' Group Performing environ-
did not reach a con- mental monitoring and

| sensus on this issue. review, technical

It was a group sug- reviews, siting reviews,

gestion that state proposed regulatory
technical personne! guide reviews and gen-
be used as resource eral cooperation with
people early in the NRC.
siting process.

t

|
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ISSUE ItESPONSE

New Orleans Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Mudrey's Group

h Appropriate State The Mudrey Group There was expressed Chair: If NIIC and DOE Discussion centered on
Activities agreed that all state concern over the trans- continue their present the shipment of IILW by

laws should be portation of IILW and activities there would rail and truck and how
satisfied in the sit- how a state could inter- tw little for the states many of each type vehicle
ing process. face with the various to do in monitoring the would be moving each

regulatory agencies to technical activities of day. The discussionThe consensus of the
insure adequate safety a IIL%Tt. The expense included future require-group was that rate-
f r the public and yet of monitoring would be ments as well as pastshodd em
let the waste be trans- targe and how would inventories.the costs of these

extra responsibilities. ported. this be paid?
diessh a m'

** " ' " " *# """U #""""*"C"" "The group noted that imlepenMIy of NHC in comment on theit would be appropriate
perf eming ff-site en- materials handlingfor states to provide

ronmen al m nit ring, muirement at theenvironmental mon-
while they should be IILM11.> itoring and handle

f safety and police The group concluded that
aH we uH parHelpadon
'" '"* FU"""" I"-; U responsibilities. overall responsibility for
volving health and safety assuring health andof facility operations.

safety in facility opera-
tions environmental
protection and physical

j safety and materials
! accountability must be

( assumed by the
| licensee.

>

!
1
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ISSUE ltEspONSE

Nemeth's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

Ic. Appropriate State The Nemeth Group A concern was indi- It was noted that the The federal government
Activities agreed that im- cated that states states have the has interferred enough

pacted states, if shoubile consulted ultimate resptmst- in states activities that
,

they desire, should on transportation bility for the hen'.th one does not + sire to
le involved in the issues and socio- and safety of its encourage them to t

preparation of En- economic problems, citirena, enhance their position.
vironmental Impact .

Statements, and

should te include ts
in the site selection I

process.

Porter's Group

This group did not The Porter Group It was noted that The IN>rter Group was

j agree, in general, expressed a general states may vary in divided over what exact
on what was an ap- concern over the what each may con- role a state should play

y propriate state need of a state to sider an appropriate in the preparation of an
j y activity, conduct environmental activity, e nvironmental impact

y monitoring around a statement.
{ repository.

! >

t

i
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I Dav's Group Consensus I$rincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

Ic. App opriate State This group agreed A concern of this when it comes down to A principal activity t

Activities that states should group was whether or the final analysis tha for a state could be i
j contribute at all r% NIIC or the federal federal government will training personnel to

'

| levels of the siting government would not comply with state law. handle monitoring
i process, comply with state laws

- DOE Position - tasks and the risks
for public health and inv ived with trans-(1) Intends to followThe group agreed safety, land use

state laws but will nd porting IILW.
that federal funding planrdng, etc. In sit- j 7should be available ing a IILM11.

| state licenses, etc.
j to train the personnel

TMs is so a &; needed in monitormg
p .g' tasks.

It was noted that state
The Day Group reach- activities should include
ed a consensus on educating the public on
appropriate state waste management.

Y activities as being
7 (1) regulating and
u

monitoring a reposi-|
w

tory and @) regu-
lating and monitoring
transportation of waste.

|

t

!

!

.

.. = . - . _ _ , _ _ _ _ ._- . - _..



_ - _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - .

ISSITE It E s pONSI'

Philadelphia Consensus Princigol concern Minority opinion Discussion
Paulson's Group

Ic. Appropriate State This group reached A concern was express- The group noted the
Activities a consensus on all ed over state activities need for state assis-

of the proposed NltC in the area of trans- tance in all appropriate
activities as being porting IILW. This was activities.
appropriate state noted as an important
functions. area of state interest.

I

I

b

! I

Callen's Group
The Callen Group The group was concerned ,

agreed that states over whether or not
; y should have an option development of the ALAllA
' y of participating or concept was an appropriate i

M not in the development state activity. The elis- t

activities, the moni- cussion was non-conclusive.
toring of its operation
and the decommission-

' ing of a repository.
,

,

O

k
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Davis's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

13 Appropriate State The Davis Group A principal concern After it was indicated The group believed that
Activities reached general was state activities that NRC activities state personnel should

agreement that the in the area of monitor- should I.e monitored by be a part of the waste
NRC proposed ing repository develop- state personnel, a dis- management program. i

'state activities were me nt. agreement arose over
all appropriate ones, the use of certain
however, there was terminology. An opinion
disagreement over was expressed that in-
implementation stead of the word
techniques. " monitoring" the words

" performance assess-
ment" should be used.,

Lavine's Group
This group agreed A principal concern If the states had the
that all NRC propos- was that states should technical capability, they3

& ed activities were become involved early should be urged to con-
E appropriate ones for in the process. duct environmental and*

the states. technical reviews along1

with NRC.

It was assumed that if
a state had been
nominated as a reposi-
tory site it would con-
duct environmental

,

monitoring.

,

i
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i Site Suitability Criteria and issues
' Discussion Group Issue Matrix

ISStE ItESPONSE

Itenver Consensus Principal Concern Minority Optnion Discussion
'

Sowards Group

I d. Federal / State The Sowards Group The division of responst- Ilesponsibility is It was noted that the rew
Communications agreed that if their hitity concern can le divitbd in the states administration has taken

recommendations cased if the states are amang many partici- a completely different
| concerning state allowed to parti?ipate pants but usually approach to transpor-
' activities were early in the process. certain agencies can tution regulations as

followed then better le identified who have they affect hazardous .

The group noted that the .communications state interest in materials.division of responsibilitywould prevail, llLWR matters.problem can be exhibit-
[

ed at the federal govern- Transportation of ;

ment level by noting the waste is a critical
'

,
,8, problems of transport- Issue in siting a lit.WH,

6 ing hazardous materials. It is also a critical
D(Yr sets the regulations issue from the stand-
while NItC regulates point of safety and

! them and states enforce complying with state

f th-m. regulations.
I'
L

'
L
'

L

[

I

I,!

i

S
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ISSUE RESPONSE

llambleton's Group Consensus l>rincipa*. Concern Minority (binion Discussion

I d. Federal / State This group agreed The llambleton Group f
' Communications that states want and suggested that NRC

welcome an oppor-
0) mi p a detailedtunity to provide in-
schedule of state in-put to the waste
W W '" 8 ""* * *" ~management program.
tory by federal statutes.

(2) suggest acklitional
state input mechanisms
to improve communi- ;

cations and facilitate I

decisionmaking.

! (3) identify existing
,'' political mechanisms

of each state that deal
with IILW disposal.

Y (4) provide the states
U with information on the

NRC's latest guidance
! on llLW to other fed-

eral agencies.

!

|

l
i

,

i

(
|

. _ - _
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ISSUE R ESPONSE

Gilbert's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

Id. Federal / State The Gilbert Group The waste manage- A comment was made NRC prepare a periodic
Communications noted that the di- ment program is so that the states need to synopsis of waste

vision of responsi- fractionated that there organize their own manager,ent publications.
i bility and federal / is an urgent need to house before tackling This synopsis would then

state interaction get moving on a viable the federal bureaucracy, be sent to a r, elected
was not easily de- program. The political nature of distribution of interested
fined or implement- many states causes state and federal
ed. The group confusion in state agency agencies.
pointed out that the offices and office hold-
division of responsi- ers.
bility and inter- Periodic conferences

1 action between and between state and fed-
among concerned eral employees helps
agencies would vary to generate good
according to organ- communication and
Izational structure

serves as a sounding> in the state. board for ideas and7
M problems in New Mexico.

This includes DOE -
state and contractor
personnel.

_ - - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - - - _
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ISSUE IIESPONSE

Woods' Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority (pinion Discussion

fI d. Federal / State Workshop approach is The Office of State l'ro-
Commudcations a step in the right grams NitC should '

direction toward im- establish a liaison officer
proved communications. program and promulgate

a list of interestedThe wrw shop approach
is in n ace asking " E"" 'N '"

# **the states to join NItC
in the decisionmaking The Woods' Group re-
process. ported extensive dis- ;

as on n ma r ofNItC should talk to the '"*" " " * * " " ' -right people in each
cations between the

,
states and the federal ,

Office of State Pro- government. The group I
grams is not contact- recommended that

y ing the right nor enough
(1) NIIC write to thepeople at the state level.-

6 Governor of each state
w NIIC should investigate and the leadership of the j

the Itureau of Mines state legislature request-

Liaison Officer Pro- ing identification of all

gra m . Interested state agencies
in IILW management.NItC. th: ough the Office

! (2) NitC continue theof State Programs, state liaison officer pro- '
should contact each

gram currently in effect. '

-

state agency that has
g g gg.1 tw the

an interest in IILW. responsibility of NItC to
NIIC should request that k.eep interested agencies
each Governor establish informed of current,

a list of people / agencies developments in waste
in his state + hat have an management includingi

interest in If LW. NltC regulations and
regulatory guides.

i

. - . . . . , . . - . - - . .- -- - - - _ _ _ _
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ISSUE R ESPONSE

New Orle tns Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
,

' Mudrey's Group

Id. Federal / State The Mudrey Group Concern was express- A discussion was held The Bureau of .\ lines |

Communications agreed that federal ed over the division of on how to institution- I.laison Officer system i

agencies have a responsibility par- alize the establishment was cited as being very
responsibility to ticularly in the approval of good contacts and effective.
keep the states in- area and in the area of communications.

3

formed about their transportation. ;

activities. Florida - concern was.

expressed over the fact

[ that many state agencies
have an interest in nuc-

i lear activities and that
communication between
the state agencies is not
good.

;

** * "E The states look to NRC This group recommend-
? as a very creditible ed that NRC and DOE
7 agency, when NRC release a monthly sum-
E comes to the states mary of their activities

with a request for in- In waste management.
put on a problem the These summaries may
states accept it as a include but would not be
bona fide situation. Is limited to list of publl-
it realistic to believe cations, staff opinions,

then that NRC can re- basic decisions, and other
quest DOE to integrate associated releases. It
its 1[ LWR activities was noted that the states
with the desires of the wanted an opportunity to
states and the regu- comment on and evaluate
latory responsibilities these summaries,

of NRC ? NRC has made progress
in developing a dialogue
with the states but much i

more can be done. In the
case of !! LWR siting, how
does NRC see the integra-
tion of efforts toward a
goal of an operating
IILWIt ?

_ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - - - _ - _ - _ _ _
- - , , - ,_ .- _____ _ - - _
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Porter's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

Id. Federal / State The group noted This group approached The Porter Group dis-
Communications that the picture the division of responsi- cussed the role of EPA

was generally con- bility issue by suggest- in waste management vis
fused on lines of ing the possibility of a vis the states. A
responsibility and creating a " mini" regu- question was presented
communication, latory role for the states. over whether or not EPA i

This was envisioned as a was going to allow state
state regulatory role input into the develop-

|over DOE similar to ment of regulatory i
that in being between methods.
NRC and DOE,

Y
7
d

s

;

i
!

i.

!

l
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ISStJE IlESPONSE

Day's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

I d. Federal / State Day's Group gener- A principal concern There could le letter There are 50 states with
Communications ally agreed that under this issue is the communication letween different laws on liigh-

communications division of responal- states and fe<bral way safety. The federal
between the federal bility found in develop- government. The old government has many

j government and the ing and enforcing regu- AEC had a bad repu- agencies handling thane
states hm! teen good lations nn transportation tation on c<mtw ration problems. There needs
in the past, of harardnun materia!. with the states. to le a synthesis of the I

regulatirms and an at-
The group emphasir- NitC should review NIIC should clearly tempt to clarify the many
ed that NitC had the this area of concern define and eleserite problems nssociated with
responsibl!!!y to with a view toward the hazards of the moving III.W.
Initiate communi- improving the regu- various categories of
cations as it relates latory function of trans- nuclear waste. Transportation is a
to Ill.W repository porting III.W. critical issue foe siting
siting. T1.e Group suggested a III. Wit. Itoth the im-

that NitC write to the pacted state and trans-
p Governor of the state tw>rtation corridor states
7
M

where a potential site should play a role in the
is located and request siting process.
a point of contact to
deal specifically with +

siting the repository
and NitC. [

t

.

i
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ISSUE ItESPONSE

Philadelphia ?'onsensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Paulson's Group

Id. Federal / State Paulson's Group The group gyroposed
Communications generally agreed that a network of in-

with the present formation exchanges
arrangement on ir established Irtween
the division of DOE, NitC and a
responsibility, state appointed liaison

office r. Further, at

a site specific location
,

the state designate a
central point of refer-
ence who would act as
the facilitator of
communica11ons twt- ;

ween federal agencies
and state personnel.

Callen's Group

T This group suggested
that one way that commum-

[ cations could be improvedw
would le for NItC to
review OCS Act (S 9 11
1614). This Act requires
the Secretary of Interior
to respond to Governors'
comments. The group
believed that a similar
arrangement could le

inade by NItC in its
activities.

L

__. . - _. _ _ . . . - - _ ____ _ _ _ _ _
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ISSUE HESPONSE

Davis's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

I d. Federal / State The Davis Group This group's principal
Communications indicated that the concern with the issue

division of resp >nsi- of division of responsi-
bility at the feibral bility was how to in- >

level clid have an legrate state inpit with

affect upon inter- the activities of DOE j

actions letween the and NHC. A suggestion
,

states and federal was made that greater a

ap'ncie s. emphasis should be
,

placed upon DOE to
f integrate state officials
'

and agencies into (leir

j activities.

With regard to improv-
ing communications the r

[ group felt that some
J, effort should le maib,

| by DOE. as early asa'
e

possible in the process,
to educate the public
with regard to site
selection. A notice of
intent of action should
also le published in the
Federal Hegister. It

was also stated that the
newly formed Department

; of Energy should publish
! a discussion of nuclear
| energy in terms of the [

overall national energy
needs.

- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ . _ - - - - . - - _ _ _ . . , , - - - . . _ . - - - - . . - . - - -_. - -



_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _

ISSUE RESPONSE
l

Lavine's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

Id. Federal / State The Lavine Group The Lavine Group noted %hile the MtC has shnwn
Communications expressed a general that the division of awareness with these

| sentiment that certain responsibility at the workshops there was gen-
I federal agencies have federal level created eral recognition that these
i not d<me a good job in additional work for the meetings answered NRC's

the area of communi- states. An example needs more than the state's,

| cations. was cited where the needs. Therefore, there
I state would have to deal must be ongoing communi-
| with many agencies / cations on these criteria
l regulatory bodies in and the general area of
| waste management and waste management.
'

repository siting while

| thr- lederal government
: only had to deal with '

the state.

Y This group offered a '

7 strong suggestion that
;

Y NRC demand that DOE
prove its cooperation
and working relation-
ships with '.he states
during the licensing

i phase of repository
siting.

I

_ . . _ , - - - _ _ _ - . ..



APPENDIX A

2. Reconciling Local / National Concerns

"What approaches could be used to assure

that local and national coateerns are re-

conciled with respect to approving a site

for a geologic HLW repository ?"

|

!
;

:

l

A-2-1

, I
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Site Suitability Criteria and Issues
! Discussion Group Issue Matrix

ISSUE HESPONSE
,

| Denver Consensus . Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Sowards Group

2. Approaches to re- There was group The Sowards Group Does NRC kr:ow how The states want their'

( - conciling Incal/ consensus for a principal concern was much area and which "aws recognized and

| National concerns conscious exami- whether or not federal regions of the l!S will complied with,
l nation of state agencies would pre- le precluded from
I 2a. State statutes which T.he NRC criteria will

laws. empt state laws that investigation because
* """Y """"" I

,

I" I * I" " '" deal with transporting of the criteria ?
siting a HIER. NRC should be from consideration,'

IIL%,, land use plan ~
complimented for Areas precluded even regions, as it

ning* air and water
asking the states Include those with now reads.

-quality in their search
to participate in (1) present economic

for a repository site, it was noted that DOE
their decision ' resources in some of its activities
making process. (2) pcdential resources gg

(3) known geologic| > state regulations but
4, instability.t

does not comply with ;u
Montana law says they the law.
will handle their own

i

waste but no one elses.
t

1:tah - Federal govern- i

| ment manages local
concerns by "selactive !

1

i,
neglect.

The group noted that
the states want and

'need to be heard!

i

1

!
i

| r
,

!

! !

r
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ISSII ItESIN)NSE

Itambleton's Group Consensus Principal Concern Alinority opinion Discussion

2. Approaches to re- The llambleton Group
conciling Local / did not address this
National concerns issue as rich.

~2a. State statutes which
i+ntify a role in

' siting a IILMIt.

|
[

Gittert's Group

The Gilbert Group NRC should research The Gilbert Group
agreed that laws the problem of local noted that this issue,

,governing land use concerns to siting a is unique to each
planning and statutes IILWH in relation to state in that state
esigned to control existing state - commu- laws and ordinances ,

; IILW disptwat nity regidations, were specific unto
'

y identify a role for themselves.
*( the states in siting

i " a llLM11. i

! -

I Woods' Group
j The Woods' Group did
. not address this issue.
I

1

=

1

.

'

!

,
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i

ISSUE ItESPONSE
'

New Orleans Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Mudrey's Grca.1p

L Approaches to re- The Mudrey Group One concern of this Any IILMR should satisfy
conciling Iocal/ generally agreed group was that the the minimum standards
National concerns that states have technical nature of (criteria) before <ther *

laws dealing with IILW management left factors come into play.p p, g ,

* ** ""# ' " ""#"*"" " "- identify a role in That NRC should notify
. ment that can be states but to reconcilestting a llL%11 . the impacted states inextended to cover their concerns with >

iany H s Ung as soonthe disposal of IILW. foibral needs. There-'

as pdential sites have
fore, a state must

"" "" U"d *accept what the federal
government says with The group noted that all
regard to IIL%R. levels of government

should cooperate in !
There was an express-

|solving 6e HG* dismsal
| ed concern that DOE problem.
'| > would not comply with

d, state laws in the siting
.

,

E 'process.

No general type of
I statutes were specifi-

'
t ed but there was a

concern that states
would be precluded

;
' from participating at an

early stage of the process,
i

The group was concerned
,

that the government should
| own and control the land i

area of a IILMT1 They [
were opposed to the use |
of the buffer zone by out-
side parties and suggest-
ed that a IILMTl should
be put into a class. ..
land use category. ..which
absolutely prohibits other ,

uses.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ . . _ . - . - . . . - . ,- - . .- - - .. . . - . . ..- .- -. . - - - _ - _ -
.
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ISSUE 11ESPONSE

Nemeth's Group Consensus lYincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
h Approaches to re- The Nemeth Group In Illinois new electronic

conciling local / discussed a wide equipment is in use to
National concerns range of laws dealing detect illegal shipments

2a. State statutes which with the states role of radioactivity materi-
identify a role in in the siting process. al. In Georgia air-

siting a IIL%Tt. For example, Florida borne mapping and
and Arkansas have surveys are being con-
power facility siting ducted to identify and
legislation which detect radioactive
could be extended to materials.
cover the siting of
IILW repositories.

i

Kentucky and lowa '

are considering
legislation that would
address the location

7 of repositories.
7
w Minnesota now has a

statute that requires
legislature approval
before siting a llL%Tt
in the state. Further,
Minnesota has
restrictions on trans-

portation of IILW as
i does North Carolina.

!

. _ _ .



|

|

'

l
,

ISSUE RES PONSE

| Porter's Group Consensus Principal Concern Atinority Opinion Discussion

2. Approaches to re- The Porter Group The principal concern The Porter Group

conciling Local / agreed that many of this group was the discussed the trans-'

National concerns. states now have use of fech=ral pre- portation of IILW in
*** * #" #"E " "'E ** ' - ""# * ' ""' **

' -2a. State statutes uhich
.

a role in siting a fically, it was pointed noted that certain states
I 'I*# '# ' " IILW11. These out that federal agencies currently have laws
siting a IIL%11. were characterized are not bound by state regulating the trans-

as transpectation and local laws and may portation of IILW.
regulations and land not act in compliance These were seen as a
use planning statutes, with them. One partici- highly desireable

pant rmted that there control mechanism and
have leen instances an area where states
where state laws have can gain input into the
been cited to obtair ied- siting process for a'

cral compliance, liLWT1.

Day' Group
iThe Day Group The Day Group showed>

4 reached a consensus concern that DOE should
A that DOE should be have to comply with state

i

required to comply laws in siting, if this

with state laws in wasn't the case then the
repository siting. issue of siting a repository

was a moot one.

NItC'should require

DOE to comply with
all state laws in siting

a llL%11. !

!

i

k

|
t

,

_ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ e -
. __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . ._
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i ISSUE RESPONSE
,

Philadelphia Consensus Principal concern Minority opinion Discussion
Paulson's Group

h Approaches to re- The Paulson Group The group raised a Discussion in the Paul-
conciling Incal/ agreed that state cencern over whether son Group noted that |
National concerns. statutes adfressing or not state laws federal agencies should

land use planning, would apply on undertake aggressive i

M. State statutes whleh zoning restrictions, federally owned action to ensure the iidentify a role in
condemnation pro- land. This issue was maximum opportunitys ing a HN. ~

cedures, trans- not resolved. for state and local
portation, and health common +s on all acti-
and safety measures vities related to site
gave the state a role selection. One reason
in siting a reposi- for this is to inhibit
tory, the premature genera-

tion of federal momen-
tum, based on exten-
sive exploratory expendi-

> ture and masses of techni-
d, cat data that would tend
b to force a siting decision

i over the objections of the
general public and state

I and local representatives.

|

6

f
|

|

1

-- v e - - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _



ISSLT RESPONSE

Callen's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

2. Approaches to re- The Callen Group g scussed tb
~ conciling Local /. agreed that a wide * ** *

National concerns. variety of statutes identified roles for the
F" *""50I* states in siting a repost-

2a. State statutas which
n MposMory sit- tory. For example,

identify a role in
I"E" VermorCs legislature

siting a IILMR. must approve a reposi-
The CaIIen Group tory location in that state
agreed that NRC

; and the transportation of .

' should send each !
IILW through Vermont.

state a specific New York City prohibits
request for complete transportation through
information on any the city without a permit
law that might im-

and restrictions. Thepact on repository Indiana State Board of,

|
siting. llealth has some authority

; over llLW entering the

T The group noted that
state. In New England,,

Y federal activities'

traditional governmental"
| must te consistent procedures give signifi-

with local coastal zone' cant emphasis to local
management programs. community approval,

i

I

|

t

_ - . _ _ _ . _ _ . - _ _ - - ~ - - , , .- - - - _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . - _ _ _ . - - _ -.
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Davis' Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion |
2. Approaches to re- The Davis Group The group expressed

conciling Local / ncted that a variety much concern on the
National concerns. of state statutes issue of federal pre-,

| already exist that emption of state2a. State statutes which
E' * ** " * *"'""E ' Iidentify a role in role in the siting siting.siting a HLV.R.'

! process. Specific

examples of state !

statutes cited by
the group are trans-
portation laws, and,

land use laws per-
taining to storage
of IILW.

The Davis Group
agreed that in order

? to preclude federal
Y preemption, states
* should have input

into the licensing
process and all
other phases of
repository siting as
early as possible. '

r

l

_ _ _ - _ _ _ ,- .
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ISSUE ITESPONSE
,

Princl xil Concern Minority opinion DiscussionI.avine's Grolu Consensus i

2. Approaches to re- The Lavine Group The principal concart,
conciling Local / agreed that certain of the grou' was that
National concerns. state laws could state statutes would

ntify a role in not le specific enough
M. State statutes which siting a repository. to apply to IILWidentify a role in repositories.

siting a IIL%R.
The group noted that
states may need to
pass legislation that
would specifically Wat
with repository siting
in order to protect

local concerns.
.

!

|

T,.

|

|
|

|

i

|

|

!

i f

i

t
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Site Suitability Criteria and issues

Discussion Group Issue Matrix

| . ISSUE RESPONSE ;

| Denver Consensus l>rincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

Sowards Group

2b. Reconciling Fed- The Sowards Group NitC regulations should The group noted that It was noted that a y

eral Actions and agreed unanimously be written so that DOE the selection of Ilan- DOE letter to each !

State Laws. that DOE should or its contractor comply ford, Nevada or New governor clearly said
conform to state with state laws. Mexico constitutes a that if a state did not ,

laws which are appli- digression from the want DOE to proceed,
s cowernedcable and that the [qon s ting process in that DOE would cease

. with the possibility that .level of compliance DOE. appears to be activities in the state.
llanford ma3 becomebe determ.ined in proceeding on a site
a llLWR site. Th,s The group stated thati

DOE's EIS. In an area uhere past
concern was based on if early state input was.

experience tells them
Ilanford's po(>r techni- . allowed then the require-

I it will be accepted.
cal characteristics. ment for state laws| > g g |

| /., -the site is technically ;
would be unnecessary. L

|
U suitable !

'

{

| ?
'

f
i !

l I

I

,

|

l

,

t

I
,

k

i

>

h

Y



ISSUE RESPONSE

llambleton's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

2b. Reconciling Fed- This group agreed The group expressed The group noted that
eral Actions and that NRC should: its interest in having NRC should not license
State Laws (1) develop and sug- NRC communicate to a repository unless it

gest additional DOE that the states had state approval of
state input mechan- unnt to be involved in the site. This

isms, all stages of the site expression was qualifi-
(2) Identify the exist- selection process, ed to state except
ing political mechan- operation and monitor- where NRC could de-
Isms of each state Ing of the llLW repost- monstrate that the site
that deals with waste tory, is in the national interest.
management, and
(3) contact inter-
state political
groups for input.

T
'F
C

. - - - - ____
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ISSUE RESPOMSE

Gilbert's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

2b. Reconciling Fed- The group agreed The Gilbert Group The NRC licensing

eral Actions and that in the case of waste addressed this issue process should have
State Laws transportation, major in two areas, trans- an interested state

state input uculd be portation and land use section so that each
through their re- planning. impacted state will
presentatives in *" "**'C" IThe group indicated
C ngmss or h that NRC/ DOE should E " *

appropriate federal f decisionmaking.
i e me st*s im

agency. pacted early in the pro-
In the case of land cess and include the
use planning, the states in the actual
group felt that inter- planning activities.

action between federal
and state agencies
would vary from state
to state.

>
4, There was a group
4 consensus that con-
" gressional influence

will cover this issue.

i Woods' Group
| The Woods' Group did

not specifically address
this issue.

.

- . - . . . - _ .. _ - _ _ _

-- --
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ISSUE R ESIN3NSE

New Orleans Consensus Principal Concern Minority opinion Discussion ;

Mudrey's Group
;

,

2b. Reconciling Fed- The Mudrey Group The group expressed This issue may be the NRC should suggest to
! eral Actions and suggested that a way interest in having DOE most important and DOE that it should
! State Laws to improve the fed- maintain communi- enacial to the entire review sites that are
' eral/ state interface rations with appropriate w orks hop. technically acceptable

would be to establish state agencies through- and tkn deak and |States have passed
, an ad hoc committee out all phases of site I" "* # '" "laws and created mgu-

or the appointment development. nationat need for a
of individuals to be llLuit. j, A concern was expressed federal government

, . "" I#"* that DtE or its contract- wili acknowledge tlwir This was seen as a key
# *C""*""'- ors would be allowed to intemsts and to gain point in gaining public .

ca i ns nwash !proceed to a point where access to federal acceptance of a IILWR.
"8

"" * * "
D L* an economic standpoint.

All this would be ihme
without public involvement.

>
A concern was expmssed'

,,,
'1 over the need to educate

"
and inform t$r gevrai

public on llLW management.

;

,

!

,

,

!

;

!

___________ _ . _ .,_. , __ _ _ . . _ . . _, _ ~,- _. -.
_ _ _ _ _ _ .
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i

ISSUE ItESIM)NSE
i

Nemeth's Group consensus Principal concern Minority opinion Discussion

2 b. Reconciling Fed- The Nemeth Group The grtup expressed in North Carolina there
'

eral Actions and agreed that NltC concern that the states is a law that pmhibits ;

State Laws should require DOE should be informed translertation of nuclear i
to demonstrate about specific move- waste without a state *

either (1) that they ments of unste through lermit. Ilowever, the i
have complied with their state and that military moves tiv-
state law s, or (2) federal agencies should material without comply-

'
give an adequate not disregard state ing or notifying the state.
explanation of why laws on transportation Where is the federal
they have not of hazardous materials. credibility in this situ-
"" " "

is it possible for NRC

; to issue a regulation

that requires DOE to

include a leading role '

for the states in waste
[

management ?,

Y As a priority require-
r

7 ment NRC should take !
-

steps to centralize the j
u

regulations concerning ;

the transportation of
IILW.,

,

,

I

e

,

I

i

$

b
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1
i

ISSUE H ESIT)NSE
|

Porter's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
!
' 2b. Reconciling Fed- The Porter Group There was a concern it was noted that land A corr '..ent was made on

eral Actions and noted that compliance expressed over tie use planning, trans- the "rennessee case of
State Laws with state laws could role of tie local govern- portation, imblic tralth DOE using hydro-

be accomplished if ment in land use plan- and safety all offer a fracture techniques to !
,

federal statutes re- ning and the siting of vehicle for federal / dis [mse of waste. This
quired federal a IILWH. state interaction, how- is being done without
agencies to comply ever, in many cases state invohtment in tra?
as is the case in federal agencies ilo process. No hearing-

, .

I
| several instances not apply for permits, no license. The waste

now. tiry say they conform is not classified as
;

| to state laws but in llLW.

many cases do not.

A comment was made
that state agencies need

,

to organize themselves ,

better in order to im- ;

> prove communications [
ty at tle federal level. ~

~
w

+

Day's Group

This group midirss- The group expressed in many cases the
ed this issue in itself by noting that if states have only recalv-
conjunction with the DOE complies with ed " lip service" from i

issue on giving state laws and statutes, tle feikaral governr..ent. ;

states a role in the then interaction between '

siting process. state and federal govern- i

ments would follow. [
!-

.

!

i

!

--
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.

ISSUE RESPONSE

Philadelphia Consensus l'rincipal Concern Minority Olvinion Discussion ,

Paulson's Group
i

2 b. Reconciling Fed- The Paulson Group The group emphasized
eral Actions and agreed that NRC should that states should
State Laws require DOE to take establish and make j

into consideration all available a liaison ;

pertinent state laws officer ta both NRC
prior to submitting its and DOE for waste |
pwliminary site management.
selections to NRC.
Further, the group
noted that DOE should I

be explicitly required
to addmss any areas
of conflict between
DOE's proposed
activities and State

[ laws in their initial
4 presentation to NRC.
w

Callen's Group
The Callen Group sug- The group noted that i

gested that NRC send township ordinances
each state a specific and laws should be !

request for complete researched and that !

information on any law other recognized |
that might play a role organizations, both

'
in a repository siting. official and unofficial, !

should be contacted
for intut.i

>

?

;

i

- . . . .. -. . ._ ,.. . ., ._ - . .- .__ _ . -.-..._. . . . .
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|

ISSUE RESIM)NSE

Davis' Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

2b. Reconciling Fed- The Davis Gruup The group noted that

eral Actions and noted that NRC the National Governor's
State Laws could make Association and 'or the

compliance with National Conference of
state law s a state legislatures could
provision of NRC be utilized as a vehicle
pe rmits. for improving interface

with federal agencies
and other state agencies.

Lavine's Group

The Lavine Group

agreed that the
states would like to
have NRC require
DOE to comply>

4 with state laws. [

L
=

?

m -. - _. _ _ _ -_ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _.
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l'

j Site Suitability Criteria and Issues
Discussion Group Issue Matrix

i .

ISSU E RESPONSE

| Denver Consensus Prinei ral Concern Minority Opinion Discussionl
Sowards Group

| 2c. NRC regulations that The Sowards Group The group expressed
obylate the need for noted that early and concern over whether

.

state laws. effective communi- or not this would tw I

cations between NRC a desireable situation.
and the states could
reduce the need for4

1

state laws.
>

llambleton's Group

This group did not,

4 address the issue of
a featutvs that NRC
#

could include in its
regulations so that ;
state laws would be j
unnecessa ry.

Gilbert's Group

The Gilbert Group The group stated that There was a comment -f
agreed that if the if all states passed on the need for agree- '

NRC or federal regu- legislation prohibiting ment at the federal
lations were more waste disposal, the level on regulations
restrictive than state problem would be that would apply to a
laws the suggestion elevated to a federal state in llLMR siting.
that NRC regulations responsibility and could
be drafted to obviate become a national
state laws would be necessity.

j acceptable.

!!

, - - , . _ , _ . _ _ _ .
- -



_ _ .

ISSUE ItES PONSE

Woods' Group Consensu s 1*rincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

2c. NRC regulations that The Woods' Group did ;

obviate the need for not address this issue.
state laws.

New Orleans
Mudrey's Group The Mudrey Group noted The social psychological

that this issue was cover- impact on the general
ed in other issue dis- public wher, nuclear
cussions. energy is discussed has

a significant bearing on
NRC needs to develop a how some legislation is. *

program that will explain developed in the states.
the hazards of nuclear The Inuisi:ma law re-..

energy while at the same .R f be
time it explains the safe- state uns s'ach a develop-
guards being employed ment.
to handle nuclear waste.

> The word " radiation"4
h has a tremendous mystique. |

People are afraid of it
and its use.

Nemeth's GroJu
The Nemeth Group
agreed that there are
no features that could
be included in NItC
regulations to obviate
the need for state laws.

?

s

t

,
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i

ISSUE RESPONSE

Porter's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

2c. NRC regulations that The Porter Group The group referred

obviate the need for agreed that there its discussion on this
state laws. were features that issue back to tha issue

could obviate the specifying roles for
need for state laws the states. If an
but did not specify authoritative role was F

any particular ones. provided for the states :
this issue would not be
necessary.

|

Day's Group

The Day Group Is it possible for the hTIC could assist the
reached consensus NRC to act on behalf states by suggesting a
that NRC should of the states by requir- model law addressing
ik velop a motkit ing the applicant (DOE) a llLWR so that the

olilressing to call upon the state for states could review and"

y ll L . mpository an opinion on siting a agree or disagree as

h sit tnr . This could IILWH within their the case may be.
y be useOI in olwiat- boundary.>

"# * * ' * * *
'

States in this group did
not want NRC to act for
the state within its own
boundaries.

i

,

,

1

. _ . . - . .- - . . - _ _
.
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,

ISSUE IlESPONSE ,

Philadelphia Consensus Principal Concern Minority opinion Discussion.
Paulson's Group

2c. NRC regulations that This group agreed The Paulson Group
obviate the need for that if the federal noted that, in gnneral,
state laws. regulatory process existing state laws

were orchastrated were not drafted with t

properly it may IILMIl siting in mind,

well result in ap-
propriate modifi-

cations to existing
state laws.

Callen's Group This group did not
,

athlress this issue.

Davis' Group The Davis Group
agread that this

> Issue would become

eh unnecessary if the
d appropriate federal /*

state interfaces
were accomplished.

Lavine's Group This group did not
address this issue.

I t

t

|

|
,

| '

i
l

!
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Site Suitability Criteria and Issues
Discussion Group Issue Matrix

ISStJE ItESPONSE
'!

EPnver Consensus lYincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion i
Sowards Group

!2d. 11alancing Techni- The Sowards Group The Soward's Group The site shoubt be IFfine the optimum A recommendation to !

cal and Nontechni- reached a consensus e Tressed concern over selected as the leFt Site as the more proceed with develop-
;cal Criteria that there needed to how the site would le location technically, acceptable one and ment of a liLWIt was '

le a balance letween selected. Will it te not necessarily the suggested if there was
surface and sub- the test technical one optimum site. substantial evidence
surface consider- or will it tv the best that the site was a good(.pimum site needs !ations. political one, or some- one and suitable. The Ito consider localwhere in between? . . evidence would have to !Group consensus was views and sentiments. g ,that optimum siting The concern was re-
should include: duced to two alter- The group noted that capricious.. '

surface / subsurface(1) the views of the natives:>

7'
locality (1) give total consider- problems may cause

@) geologic structure ation to subsurface complications withw

(3) surface /sub- features, or NEPA requirements.w .

surfare restrictions G) give consideration

to both surface and
subsurface features. '

!
Ilambleton's Group The llambleton Group i

agreed that any IILWIt
site should le chosen
from a scientific
standpoint. The site
should not be chosen
on a political basis.

|

|

. . . . . - . . . - - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . - - _ _ _ _



ISSUE RESPONSE

Gilbert's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Die.cussion

2 d. Balancing Techni- The overall consensus The group expressed If an applicant submits Should NRC approve a
cal and Nontechni- of the Gilbert Group concern over the an application for a site that is technically
cal Criteria was that this issue definition of " optimum". specific site with no acceptable and disregard

would become viable what is an optimum site? alternatives un+r local sentiment ? If so
* * "" * " " " * " * "" # ""

NHC should require an
specific site have the applicant be say.

applicant to study and -

requested to submit##" * consider alternative an alternate site?
g g_

NRC should dnfine what
balance of risks will

| make a site acceptable?

Woods' Group The Woods' Group A principal concern of The problem is one of flow much weight is
,

did not reach a con- the group was that NRC information and edu- given to optimum siting?'

sensus on this issue. should stay away from c ation.
.

% hat is the importance
The group agreed an absolute situation. g g

7 that if there were This tends to shut off it is an optimum one. siting process ?u several sites nomin- the dialogue betweene

5 ated then local states and NRC or other If there are to be many What laws get the states
views and sentiments federal agencies. sites, then there will involved in the siting

should le consider- be many local concerns process ?
ed. If oMy one site and local problems to
was proposed local reconcile with federal yat counts on optimum

siting is where are the.

views would le over- laws. g
ridden. If only one or two

Optimum siting should
IILults are planned

*# # "" *" "
then the overall bene-

al e s and be im-
fit is to NRC. pact of a llLWR twing
The hearing process is sited in a community.

a vehicle for reconcil-
ing local views with
federal requirements.

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ . _ . .- - . . . _ . . . - _ _ _ _ .
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!

ISSUE RESPONSE
,

| New Orleans Consensus Principal Concern Afinority Opinion Discussion
51udrey's Group ii

2d. Balancing Techni- This gecup conclud- A principal group con- A site would be more IIL%Tt should be sited i
I cat and Nontechni- ed that safety was the cern was that DOE acceptable if the state in a remote area. I

cal Criteria most important should identify, as well knew the whole range !
Future use of land over i

feature in a IIL%71. as possible, specific of sites being consider- *" * *I #*# ' I! It noted that other site areas so that the ed. The idea is that
pr ems. 00 years

circumstances might criteria willle more the public and the state
# *intervene, but that site specific. In this would probably be more

p
any repository should case, the discussion acceptable to a site if g

*

; optimally satisfy the of the criteria may be they knew there were
'' siting criteria. more specific and other locations teing

meaningful. considered along with j

their community. *

Nemeth's Group The Nemeth Group A concern was Nevada wants a IIL%R NRC should not preclude
reached a consensus expressed that DOE but ckms not have salt the test technically
that each potential should be told of the formations. If there optimum site for a

,

L repository site interest in their are technically more politically acceptable
4 should meet some activities at the work- optimum sites on what one. 3

* basic technical shop. basis does one pro- , g ,

standards. Once ceed ? -

the technical stan- Does this mean techni- identified then those
dare wm met cally optimum or mere- politically more accept-
then political aspects ly acceptable ? able should be identified.
should play a role in
siting a repository. NHC should require

DOE to have state
officials who are site
knowledgeable partici-
pate in the siting process.

.

f

!
!

|

i
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ISSUE RESPONSE
,

Porter's Group Consensus Principal Concern Atinority Opinion Discus sion

2d. ' Balancing Techni- The Porter Group The group challenged A comment was mat f
cal and Nontechni- did not agree on the the AIARA concept in that it is feasib!< j

cal Criteria meaning of optimum relation to optimum technically to 6sposa |
nor could they agree siting. Is AIARA of waste but it is not .

on what NRC meant objective or subjective ? feasible to disp're cf
, ,

by the term / concept. Can AIARA be mean- it psychologically t !

" " ""
The group did agree ,

that the optimum site !

had to address txth ,

!technical and political
considerations and
that neither could te
precluded from the
concept.

!

I Day's Group The Day Group agreed NRC should require The optimum site concept
that a IILWR should be alternative site loca- is very general and would>

4 optimally sited. The tions for a IILMR. fall under site specific i

O decision on the location The one that meets information.
#

should te predicated on all the minimum !

a risk assessment along standards and causes '
with other consider- the least resistance
ations. The most im- should be the accept-
portant feature of eptimal able one.
siting is safety. Other
factors such as social, j

economic and environ-
mental effects need to be ;

considered after health
and public safety.

L

i
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ISSUE RESPONSE

! Philadelphia consensus Principal concern - Minority opinion Discussion
Paulson's Group

2d. Balancing Techni- The Paulson Group A concern of the group
cal and Nontechni- conclu&d that siting was that the public's
cal Criteria a repository opti- view should te consider-

mally means to ed before final disposition
maximire the factors by NRC. Further, the
of public health and group explicitly noted
safety and environ- that concurrence of the
mental consitbrations, state involved was

: Further, the group necessary for final site
! agreed that all approval.
! potential sites should

le subjected to a
review which takes
into conshbration

| social and economic
? Impacts. |
"

u

" Callen's Group This group concurred
that Nile needed to
establish a set of
minimum technical
criteria for site suit- I

ability. The group did
not attempt to identify
what these criteria

,

would te.

,

, _ . . . - . , . -. . - - - - _ , . - . - - . .- ,. - - . - . . - --
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ISSUE R ESPONSE

Davis' Group _ Consensus Principal Concern Minority opinion Discussion

2 d. 13alancing Techni- The principal concern
cal and Nontechni- of this group was that
cal Criteria procedures for deter-

mining an optimum alte
should be developed.
They suggested weigh-
Ing the factors of health
and safety, environ-
mental, social, and
economic impacts.
After this process was
completed, the local
issues of siting shocid
be addressed. The opti-

mum site would then be
a balance between the '!
weighted issues and )

>
4 Iceal sentiments.

Lavine's Group The Lavine Group ex- The discussion in this group
'

pressed concern the centered around the definition
NRC should require of optimum and how an opt-

i DOE to present an mum site would be (Ker-
examination of all mined. Participants from

optimum sites. states that have laws pro- j

hibiting a repository indicated j
that it would be very difficult j
to convince the public in their '

=

states that their state was an
optimum site for a repository.

I

i

|

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _. . _ . _ _ . _ .
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Site Suitability Criteria and Issues
Discussion Group Issue Matrix

ISSUE RESPONSE

Denver Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion i

Sowards Group
'

e

2e. Balancing IIealth The Sawards Group A principal concern of The group noted that NRC has not talked about
| & Safety with reached a consensus the group was what NItC needs to set forth its approach to the

Other Risks on public health and level of risk are we its position on AIARA AIARA concept.,

' safety being the most willing to accelt? for public consider-
important factor in " "* ^# ** ***NItC needs to considersiting consick rations. made that the old AEC; g ;,

approach of "we know '

The group saw the as a major concern in i,,g g
health and safety licensing a IILMTt.

not hold any more.factor as the most
Important short and>

4 fong term risk of the

E IILW.
e

lismbleton's Group

The llambleton Ci sup
did not specifically
address this issue.

I

I

.
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ISSITE ItisN1'ONSE: ,

i |-

( l'rincipal Concern Minority opinion Discussion -
'

Gilbert's Group y mensus

} 20 llalancing lienith The Gillert Group The approach to accept- The most important |

| & Safety with reached a consensus ing a III.nB site in that factor is public health 1

' '

Uther It!sks that public health and ' there tie "rero risk. " and safety. This is tlw-
( safety factors shoubl The site sh<mbi achieve numter one priority

m4 le overrithk n in as near as possible that all ill.MR's stan-
,

! determining an opti- technical superiority. dards much achieve.
I mum site. Thua
i There should le no The group saw the .*they are the most
'

reason for assuming a responsthility for asse==..

important factors in
| failure and even if n ing tha proper balance j

siting decisions.
| failure occurs there of risks involwd with a

shoubt t e little risk to illAll as one leading to

I the population. state legislaturen and
,

t he court s.
I

Woods' Group The Woods' Group The group expressed !

reached a consensus concern that in siting ;

7 that geblic health a IIIElt, imbile health !
!7 and safety factors and safety factors

U were the most im- receive the highest
portant in siting value. This group saw

decisions. It should no other value which !

take precedence over coulti er;uate with the
n!! other factors. nafety and health factor.

:
i

|
'

.

$

'

>

!
<

L

,
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I

ISSt2 ItESIONSE

New Orleans Consensus Principal ('oncern Minority opinion Discussion
}Iudrey's Group

2e, llalancing IIcalth This group generally The group expressed A minority view uns !
6 Safety with agreed that the safety concern that a IIIEIt that NIlC have the ;
Other Ilisks of stored waste was should have gomi geo- final authority for

,
of primary import- logical structure first assessing the proper

|! ance. and provide adequate balance between risk '

s afety. and benefit.i

|

|

|

Nemeth's Group The Nemeth Group
agreed that health

i
and safety aspects i

should have highest
priority in risk assess-
ment. This group in-

i Y dicated that the States l
u

4 and DOE sheuld have |
the responsibility for~

assessing the proper
balance between health

I ;
and safety with other

k

risks and lenefits.
;

i

f

>

L

b
,

,

'

i

!

|
|

|
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ISSUE RESPOSSE

Porter's Group Conse nsus Principal Conecrn alinority Opinion Discussion

2e. Balancing Ilealth This group expressed (
& Safety with concern that technical
Other Hisks and political consider-

attons were more of a
balancing factor in ,

risk to tenefit assess-
ment than anything else.
The group was concern-
ed with the ALARA L

!

! concept. It stated that :-

ALAHA rather than [
based on good evidence ;

may te a matter of
I

opinion. ,

!

Day's Group The Day Group The group concern was A comment was made ;

I agreed that health with public health and on who would te re- ;

| Y and safety consider- safety as the major risk sponsible for assess- :

ations were most factor. Ing the proper level of"

w
important. They health and safety to le"

There is no way a balance maintained.telieved that if *on this issue can be ad-
scientific and techni- The problem of

dressed until a specific '
cal experts agree on state assessment leads

site is suggeted.
the safety of a site, to 50 possible evalu-
then the other pro- Tim concern of public ations.
blems coulille health was extended to The problem of

,,

minimized. conshler whose health federal assessment'

,

is at issue ? Nation, leads to political inter-
state, community, vention as fits the i'

present, future, etc. national needs over
those of the impacted j

state.

|
e

t
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Philadelphia Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Paulson's Group

;

2e. Balancing IIealth The Paulson Group
& Safety with believed that they
Other Hisks addressed this issue t

under another issue
i

of similar nature. !

Callen's Group The Calien Group
agreed that once

'

DOE went site
specific the impacted

| states could judge the
risk to benefit relation-
ship. This group did *

i note that once the
selected site ensured

[ the factors of health
j, and safety, its citizens

could better assessw

the benefits of having
a repository.

>

i
.

!

!

: .

>

| l
,

k

L

|

|
|

|

!
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ISSUE I:ESPONSE
'

Davis' Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

2e. Balancing IIealth The Davis Group
& Safety with reached a consensus
Other Risks that health and safety

concerts were most

im portant. The
,

group felt that stan-
dards for these
factors would have
to le met twfore any
other considerat!ons
be taken under study.

The group agreed that
the responsibility for i

assessing the proper
balance twtween risk

!and benefit should be>
4 left with the states and

h NRC.

Lavine's Group The Lavine Group agreed
that health and safety were

7
the most important con-

siderations. Further, the
!group saw the responsibility

for assessing the proper
| balance between risks and

benefits as a cooperative
role between ti? federal and ;

state governments. The i
actual way of assessing the
balance would depend upon
the specific site suitability
criteria.

F

!
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APPENDIX A

3. Other Siting Impacts

"What issues related to site suitability

should be considered in selecting and

licensing a site for a IILW reIx>sitory ?"

>
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Site Sultability Criteria and Issues
Discussion Group Issue Matrix

ISSUE R ESPONSE ,

'

Denver Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

Sowards Group

3. Other Siting Impacts The Sowards Group The group expressed A comment was made North Dakota would like
"

agreed that the im- a concern on how the that the cost of a IIL%R the point made ta the
3a. Short/Long term

, pact on a community cost of a llL%R will will be a federal re- NRC that a site for a
of siting a llLHR be recovered by DOE. sprmsibility. Another IILWR consider the** " " ' "

< could be substantial. comment noted that military value of the |* * **
Construction costs' It could result in " "88* "~ " " ' ' " " " * *
should include pay-

positive or negative covered through some prime target for military
g g

" " " "*" I* "* '"* ***"** * * "
ty for local services Another comment noted a llL%R site.
" ' that the present cost of .Y oup mem is-

{ DOE shouid propose nuclear power plants is ,g
to NRC how the communi- greatly distorted be- s% 5'ebsb h
tv impact should be cause of the initial cost *" * " P "
handled. of nuclear power de-

,s onst d.
Vel pment bemg paid by 7 ,,DOE should in its #" E# " * " " *community impact stedy or bust.'

consider more than the Some legislators would The case of a military t

front end costs. like the NRC to come out base in North Dakota
and say that if a IILWR was discussed. ThisThe group showed con- g

cern with identification was another " boom or
district than the odds are

of a IILWE. Should it g,, ,
that a reprocessing plant

have a " tow profile" or * * # *
significant identification. for economic reasons.

,

.

.-. ..
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ISSUE RESI'ONSE
rSowards Group Conse nsus Principal Concern Minority opinion Discussion

Continued
it was noted that a The group discussed

3. Cther Siting impacts DOE community im- the idea of restoring-
3a. Short/Long term p e analysis enld W land to original

*" "* """" ""socio-economic effects
(1) ,That some states is decommissioned.
will say no to the The other comment was [

1

IILWII and any that the site should be,

assistance. significantly marked so
p) Some states will that anyone and every-
say you should support one in the generations
the community after to come would know
the front end period what was buried in the
is over. IIL%71
@) Some states may
hargain for bigger
things, i.e. , a repro-

y cessing plant, a mill- '

y tary base or other
" favorable consider-

ation from the federal
government. !

Ilambleton's Group The llambleton Group
did not discuss this
issue as such.

i

, , , _ _ . _ . . _ _
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ISSU E RESPONSE

Gilbert's Group Consensus Principal Concern 511nority Opinion Discussion

3. Other Siting Impacts The Gilbert Group The group was concern- An EIS would look at The case of Los Alamos
reached a general ed with the definition of the cost and benefits New Mexico was dis-

3a. Short/Long term consensus that the IILW in relation to of a IILW11 and be more cussed with benefits
8 ~#C ""*'# long term economic repository siting and site specific than any derived by the state from
* 'C ** benefits would be what was LLW and general criteria. that federal activity.

site specific and methods for disposal of People would not want The group noted the pro-
state oriented. it. to war in an um er- blems this issue raises
Each state would Who owns the IILWH 7 developed area with with regard to the " boom
have to project its

N bWMne Mhh eM. e IM'' wW 6
own ideas on the ,,,

long term benefits
9 g ,

of a llLMT1. gg

Short term effects Concern was shown with
.

are the only way to gg 7
address the problem. state may anticipate if
Short term is view-, 3 ggg

i ed as a fifty year
y

a period.
One concern was that a
IILWII would not create
any economic benefits for
a state.

I

t

l

.
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Woods' Group Consensus itincipal Concern Minority Opinhn Discussion
3. Other Siting Impacts The Woods' Group The principal concern Some members showed DOIC could make pay-

t did not reach a was an economic one. little interest in social ments to the state in
' 3a. Short/1.ong term

s a % d Ws of a HW m MMhMmcon m e
issue.

*
the up front costs of a community. the socio-economic
building a llLM11 be impact of building a
addressed ? TM ** h - W,.,

IIL%11 in a community.s d
If the IIL%11 is to be and its impact on The group defined short

'

on federally owned community development, term as approximataly
land, the community services, recreation 10 years and long term
would lose a potential and social psychological to be more than fifty
tax base. fact ors, years. They saw

When a llL%T1 is site **#"*"**
,"* *# "specific DOE could use

* '" "'the long lead time
cerns were to be con-approach to educating g p

the general public ony the value of having a E##""
Y IILWII.* New (kleans

( Mudrey's Group This group was prima-
rily concerned with the
perpetual costs associ-

ated with operating a
IILW repository. These
costs were identified as

, the maintenance of
| puhtle safety services,

public health services,
and environmental
monitoring.

|

!
t

!

|



ISSUE HESPONSE

Nemeth's Group Consensu s Principal Concern Minority opinion Discussion

3 Cther Siting Impacts The group agreed The Nemeth Group The policy on the

that social services, noted with concern the problem of retriev-
3a. Short/Inng term public health and potential impacts on able versus non.

socto+conomic safety services, the host community retrievable was

medical ami other during the development disettssed. Someeffects'
protective services stage of a repository participants noted

would have to be sit e. These impacts the economic value

provided. Further wre itkntified as of the waste ami that

adequate transpor- problems of con- it was too early to

tation facilities struction nml financial deelde that the waste

would have to be liabilities, should t>e put in

provided. In order permanent, non-
he Nemeth Group was retrievable storage,for the impacted concerned over the

state to accomplish
"" I """'

all these the group
'"# E* ' E"" "agreed that the state
* *" " "" " "" I I "

should te alloweit to make a decision on this
Y co!!ect an inventory issue and that only

tax, or th_* equivalent
"* P"""I * """E"

from the site users
* "### ""~to cover adtbd

E" ""*' #"I""
financial burdens. of the waste was either
The group agreed proved or disproved.

i
that NRC should con-
stGr underground
retrievable storage

of waste an long as
health and safety as-
grets were not com-
promised.

,
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ISSt*E RESPONSE

Porter's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3. 02her Siting Impacts The Porter Group was Discussion in the A discussion by the
concerned with the group resulted in DOE representative3a. Short/Long term short and long term these questions put the cost of a llL%11

8 C " " " '
economic effects on a being placed in the at a billion dollars.ects,
specific communi- record for NIIC. Initial surface facilities
y. s mncern *" # * '" * " "is a IILWil cost effectiveidentified the areas of of 200 - 300 million

n a n p e ntatbquate educational dollars. The intent of** * **facilities, sewage DOE is to recoup
**""#**"disposal, water, hospi- cost over the years

tals, and transportation Does NitC have the auth- from the IILull users.
facilities to accommo- ority to force DOE to

date any increase in do a community im-
population due to con- pact study?
struction personnel.

Ilow does NitC inter-
The Porter Group also pret NEPA in relation j

? expressed concern over to waste management?
Y who will bear the cost
"

of a repository.

Day's Group The Day Group noted One participant noted Discussion in this group
that the siting of a that construction of a centered around state costs
IILWTl in any state or IILWII won't have any of training additional state
community will cause other or different personnel to deal with trans-
additional economic problems associated portation risks and technical

burdens on state man- with it than any large judgements. On the local
power, services and construction project. level, the community could
facilities. expect problems with pro-

viding adequate schools,
hospitals, sewage disposal,
and other amenities necessary
for a construction and oper-
ating force.
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ISSUE RESIV)SSE

|
Philadelphia Consensus Ivincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Paulson's Group

3. Other Siting Impacts The Paulson Group

!"[ , *"" he soc o co m e in-
9 , pa ts in this issue le
ffeds. identified. The group

included these consider-
ations in their concern:
(1) ph creation; (2)
training programs to
use local people: (3)
co-location of accept-
able facilities (speciff-
cally agricultural or
silvicultural activities
on the surface to help
maintain buffer zones);

3

h (4) the potential impact
.in needed communitya>

services, especially in
rural areas; (5) the

effect of delaying the
creation of IILW facili-
ties e. g. , a backlog of
spent fuel which might
lead to the shut (k)wn of
power reactors; and
(G) impacts of transpor-
tation corridors.

_ _ _ _ - - - _ _ . _ _ _ - - - -
_ _ _ . - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Callen's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3. Other Siting Impacts The Callen Group The group noted that This group saw the The group believed that
agreed that siting a the construction period need for continuing having a repository put -

3a. Short/Long term repository would would be a large drain incentives so that a limitation on the land
s ci -ee n mic place a large fi- on public services and future generations may use around the site.
'""#*** nancial burden on a facilities that would benefit from having the hence, restricting the

local government. have to be provided by repository in that state. economic and social
the community. They value. This limitation,

S up a e cited mitigating meas- the group felt, should be

" " * * ** * E*U ## U " #""* "
be compensated by fees, as needed to cover in lieu of the value that

t

#* "#E**! the costs to a state could be received.
to users paid in the'

created by large con-
last analysis by rate- struction crews resid-
E*I" * "" ing in the area for a
charges wwld be for 3 of e.
direct and indirect
costs created by the
repository.

The Callen Groupe

stressed that eco- '

nomic incentives
should be given to
host states as well
as others affected by
a repository siting.

_ , . - - . . - _ - _. -- _ - - - - _ - - - _ - - - _ - - -
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Davis' Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
3. Other Siting Impacts The Davis Group The Davis Group showed

agreed that economic concern with several3a. Short/Iong term
considerations should economic issues. These*' C"" *
not override the were: Ieffect s*

ihealth and safety (1) The value lost by the
considerations of preemptive use of land
siting a repository. for a repository,

p) The value lost in

resources, particularly

mineral, by use of the
land for a repository site,
(3) The construction
"hoom or bust" concept
and its impact on the
community, and

(4) The esthetic value
of the land may be Imt,

y particularly from a
Y recreation standpoint, by
$ siting a repository.

Lavine's Group The Lavine Group saw
immediate economic con-
cerns as (1) the creation
of jobs, @) the need for
service facalities and
service related jobs, and
(3) that the states would
be very concerned with
the political and psycho-
logical impact of siting a i

repository in their states.

_. - _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ - . - . - - - _ _ _ _ - ___
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ISSUE RESPONSE

New Orleans Consensus l>rincipal Goncern Minority opinion Discussion
Mudrey's Group

3b. Should there be multi- The Mudrey Group The principal concern it was discussed that
& ple. regional IILW did not agree on the of the group was that from a technical stand-
3c. repositories or one need for regional transportation problems point (1) regional-

or two large llLWR's. repositories. surrounding a single ization would minimize
repository argue for the ganeral risk to
regional ones. transportation hazards,

(3) one or two IILuit'sThe Mudrey Group's con. would te preferable
cern over the number from a population
and location of IILW exposure standpoint.
repositories was ex-

pressed in terms of
(1) geologic structures
and stability. C)

waste migration, and
(3) surface transpor-

y tation systems,
w
/ Another group concern
"

was that the cost of
more than one IILult
would be prohibitive for
concurrent construction.

Nemeth's Group The group reached The cost of a IIL%11 was
a consensus that no a concern. This caused
more than two the group to le unable to
IILult's be con- agree on the issue with
st ructed. The group little or no pertinent site

did not support the specific information.
regional concept of
construction.

f
i

|
|

.-. _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ -
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Porter's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3b. Should there be multi- The Porter Group The Porter Group was A comment was made
& ple, regional IILW agreed that two concerned with military that there is nothing

3_e. repositories or one sites should be waste disposal sites, sacred about keeping
or two large IILWR's. developed con- particularly whether or separate commercial

currently. not they came under the and military wastes.
purview of NitC.

Another concern was i

whether or not military
and commercial wastes
could be stored at the
same site.

The Porter Group sug-
gested that because of
the inventory of military
wastes there may be a
need for more than the>

h two currently discussed
Ig repository sites.

The Porter Group noted
the arrangements for
returning wastes from
foreign reactors and sug-
gested the need for ad-
ditional repositories to
eliminate transportation
risks to some states.

Concern was expressed
over current DOE
activities in waste dis-

! posal in New Mexico.
Nevada and Washington. ,(
A question was asked if

;

DOE was committed to

! those sites as military

|
waste repositories.

_ - . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . - , - . - - - - - -- _. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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|
| ISSUE RESPONSE

Day's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3b. Should there be multi- The Day Group A concern of the Day The issue of the US What has been done in
& ple, regional IILW reached a consensus Group was that trans- accepting other the research area to :

!

|
~3c. repositories or one that two or more portation of IILW Mll countries waste was scientifically neutralize

or two large IIL%R's. large national sites have a significant im- addressed. the waste ? i

I are needed. pact on how many and
The group recommend-i where the HL%R's 7

j Another Day Greup ed that an internationalW sht
l consensus was that repository be set up
l the US should not under the IAEA.

,

locome the repost- '

| tory for the world's
| waste.

; Philadelphia
| Paulson's Group This group reached

a strong consensus
y that IILW repositories

| y should be national,
O not regional, in nature,

and that the fewer
there are the better it
will be from a techni-
cat and political stand-

.

point.
I

i

,

_ __- .c:n.
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ISSUE ItESPONSE

Callen's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3b. Should there be multi- The Callen Group The Callen Group ad-
& plc, regional IIL\v did not reach agree- dressed the issue of
Sc. repositories or one ment on location or colocation of a reposi-

or two large llL%1t's. numter of repost- tory with a reprocess-
tories. The group ing plant for the
did agree that the pdential et romic
number of repost- incentives itwolved.
tories should te con-
sidered from the
tersgective of cost
effectiveness.

Davis' Group The Davis Group Im- The Davis Group ex-
lieved them should pressed many concerns
be multiple sites. ~ N s issue. Some of

*

these were: (1) cost of1 The overriding con-^

h,
#"""'""# " " " 'F-sensus was that the
ation of a IILWR, (2)

$ "" * '" "
.# I * 8 cost of having a backup

should be untermined
* """ # ~by a cost / benefit *

tation risks and problems.
analysis to be made
by DOE. The Davis Group was in-

" " "E * -

The Davis Group
cessing plant colocated

end rsed the GAO with a repository so that
reecmmendation on the transportation risktiv development of e uld k decnased along| tne DOE Carlsbad

* " " " " ***
- site as a pilot com-

" " " *mercial demonstra-
tion repository. It The group suggested that
was noted that this the geographic relation-
effort could reconcile ship of waste producing
national concerns on facilities to geologic stor-

deep geological dis- age sites le considered
posal of IILW. when determining the

;

number of repositories
needed.

- - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ . . - - . - _ - -- .- - - . , . . - . _ , _ _ _ - _ - . _ _ _ -
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Lavine's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minotity Opinion Discussion

@. Should there be multi- The Lavine Group did
& ple, regional IILW not agree on this issue

3c. repositories or one primarily lecause of
; or two large IILWR's. the questions surround-

ing transportation of
waste. The sentiment
of the group, as pol!ed,
was for two large sites.

I

!
,

t v
i O

i

!
!

|

A"
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Site Sultability Criteria and Issues
Discussion Group Issee Alatrix

ISSUE RESPONSE

Denver Consensus IYincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Sowards Group

M. Should there be The Sowards Group A group concern was The group noted that One participant noted
regional coalitions decided that regional that bordering states in the southwestern that instead of the word
of states to deal coalitions were un- would not be included US experiences deal- coalition one should use
with siting issues ? necessary. In the siting process ing with regional the term association.

with an impacted state. coalitions indicated Further, it was stated
,

It noted that NRC that they were not that if there were no*

should take the lead in very productive, associations of states
contacting bordering how would bordering

One participant noted
that bordering states " * "" '.XPress an opin-* " " " # "E"

ion in siting a IILM11?want to be involved,

T however, there is The case of %1NIS was ;

Y little value in regional cited as an example of
5 coalitions. the problems with

compacts. %1NB it wasOffice of State IYograms
n ted has not taken theat NRC has a study not-

" *"I * E" *"
ing that no regional regional activities,
constituency exists.

Hambleton's Group The Hambleton Group
did not discuss this
issue as such.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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ISStJE ItESPONSE

Gilbert's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3d. Should there be Group consensus on The coalition concept has
regional coalitions regional coalitions been used in the past to

,

of states to deal was that they already more or less exercise
with siting issues ? exist and that their political and/or technical ,

use will be determin- puer. Iblitical factors
ed more by tcing will determine their use

i site specific than in deciding on a IILW11 !

anything else. site.

Woods' Group The group did not There was a feeling of
endorse the regional individuilism in the
coalition icba. states replies. The

group felt that if a pro-
blem arose that needed
a coalition, one could

be readily formed.
Y
Y
g New Orleans

Mudrey's Group In general the The group discussed A coalition or compact '

Mudrey Group accept- the concert of a coall- could essist in (1) pro-
ed the value of region- tion of states in the viding expertise. C)
al or interstate com- light of transportation training, and (3) edu-

pacts in dealing with problems. The con- cation and information
repw'itory siting cern was that transpor- to all association states.

%tes, tation problems are
so feactionated among I
agencies that a coali-

tion or compact might
le of assistance in i

dealing with the federal
government. ;

__ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _
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t

ISSUE RESPONSE

Nemeth's Group Consensus Principal concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3d. Should there be The Nemeth Group This group decided
regional coalition reached a cor.sensus that NRC should be
of states to deal that all states the catalyst in gain-
with siting issues ? potentially impacted Ing participation

by the siting of a from the states.
repository should be

! involved in the siting
process.

!

Porter's Group The Porter Group Comment: A con- A comment was made
did not reach a con- sensus or decision that it is too late to
sensus on this issue, could be reached organize regionally for

quicker without a involvement with the
regional coalition. federal government on

" "E *" *A comment was offer.
ed that if a specific> ,

h site was identified one
g might see a large role

for regional coalitions.

'
Day's Group Group consensus was Compacts require

that coalitions have Congressional approval.
merit, particularly WINH and SIND are
when dealing with good sounding places
NRC from a border for policy making.
or nonimpacted
state viewpoint.

<

The Day Group agreed
the coalition could le
helpful on riting issues
but when it came to
site specific issues the

state and its interests
would prevail.

- .- . ,- _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -



- _ _

,

ISSUE RESPONSE

Philadelphia Consensus Principal concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Paulson's Group

3d. Should there be The Paulson Group
regional coalition saw a potential value
of states to deal for regional coali-
with siting issues ? tions if they grew

voluntarily within

the states. This
group saw the possi-
bility of having coali-
tions of professional
associations and
political organizations.
They viewed the role

,

of the coalition as a |
constructive, advisory

one without decision
making authority.

Y
QCallen's Group The Callen Group

agreed that existing
regional coalitions of
states might be a
mechanism to deal
with problems involv-
ing a repository affect-
ing several states
directly or indirectly.
It was agreed that
through these organiza-
tions, smaller states

might be able to draw
on the expertise of
larger states.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _
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I

Site Suitability Criteria and Issues
Discussion Group Issue Matrix

ISSI'E ItESI'ONS E
!Denver Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

'

i Sowards Group
!

! 3e. Should there be The Sowards Group The group noted that DOE views rail as the
i compensation or voted unanimously impacted states and prime shipping method

,

'

special incentives that compensation be those that will be trans- with truck a secondary.
given for siting a p:ild to the impacted portation corridors

-

M.ill security guards herepository ? states for physical should be given con-
necessary with each. facilities and other sideration for tenefits.!

items effecting shipment ? If so, who
community impact. The group recommend- will pay for these ser-

ed that compensat.ionle vices plus all the other
j There was a group given for transportation remaining services ? I

consensus for no requirements and other
gp .tah case of allow-Individual special community impacts.y ' ing a contractor to payincentive. Nov,
advance taxes which

I.$
# "

The group recommend- were then used for facill-
ed that if the Price- ties and services was
Anderson Act did not discussed as ona way of
apply in liability cases paying the front end
then it should te costs of developing a
extended to cover llLMit in a community.
any risk. I

,

It was noted that NevadaThe group discussed which is a state willine
two types of special

to be considered as a
tenefits:

potential IIL%11 site
(1) Colocation of a would look favorably on
reprocessing plant *

compensation to assist
A Transportation the state in building a
improvements, railroad to the storage

site so that it would bellambleton's Group The llambleton Group able to handle waste
,

did not address this shipments.
Issue.

. . _ . . - - _ . . .-- -- ,-
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ISSUE ItESPONSE

Gilbert's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

M. Should there be The Gilbert Group There was a concern Without a cost break- Group recommended The compensation should
compensation or noted that no special that this criteria held down of a IIL%Tt - no that NItC reword the be strictly limited to

special incentives incentives should be a veiled notion of a opinion can be given criteria to read flLRTt impacts on a
given for siting a offered but there " bribe" to accept a on benefits or compen- " compensate for community,

repository ? should te compensa- IIL%II, sation. negative economic
tion for socio- im pact s. " NItC should not consider

anspodaHe wrhWs
economic dislocation. any individual special

are of major concern. Group also recom- '""" #"**""#
h would own and main- monded that NItC

h W
"'" * " * #"""*" ""P" " * "Ishould be compensa-
* ** E*I " "U E "#9*I" "I * * ' "

tion to the states for of avenues iapproach of people and land.
off site monitoring

through the surrounding
and emergency

pg
responses.

There was group con-
sensus that compensa-

i tion should be provid-

[ ed for any adverse
community impactse

in siting a IILMTt.

| Woods' Group The group did not The group was con-
endorse special cerned that a special
incentives to accept incentive might be
a llLWII. construed as a " bribe !"

The group recommended
that special benefits to
a state, such as a rail-

road, new transportation
corridors, etc. to a

IIL%It would be appropriate

} and not construed as a
" bribe. "
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ISSUE ItESPONSE
___

Nemeth's Group Consensus l'rincipal Concerti Ntinorf tvfptninn Discussion

g. Should there te The Nemeth Group The group showed nc+'r

com;ensation or agreed that the concern with lit.W tr s-

special incenthes states impacted by portation hazards. The

given for siting a a repmitory siting group Imlieved that Nits'

repository ? should le comgense should comlensate the
ted in lieu of tax states for transportation

payment s. accidents involving the
movement of high level
w aste.

l'orte'r's Group Tip' Porter Group The group expressed Q uine nt s ; one sgrak- Com ment : A not he r
agreed that some concern over the estent er envisioned a com- sp aker noted that a
typ of compnnsation of the comp'nsation. l'or munity might w ant a regional lit.W11 woubt

was required but example would the host ill. wit if incentives spread the cost of dis-
there was disagree- state along with states were given. ()ne in- pmal, reduce transpir-

ment on the ty p' that were transpirtation centive enight be re- tation harards and spread
>
a compensation that routes or corridors bot h imbursement bawd on the risk of a large un-
' should le rendered, le comrensated for the volume of waste planned disaster to re-.,
* economic impact s. storeel amt its level of mote areas,

radioact iv it y.
Illinois - The principal

A sie al incent he may
concern of this stato is One speaker saw the

le construed to le awith transportation of question of comrensa-
"lir i l e " '

III.W through the state, tion as a psychologh al
ore railwr than anA concern was expressed
economic recourse,

over emergency services. Mill states who are trans-
llow does a comnuinity portation corridors te

protect itself from spills comp'nsated for public
of radioactive material safety services and high-

,

during transportation way imprmeinent9 ?
I acetdent s ?
1
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Day's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3e. Should there be The Day Group The concern of the The states will spend Group frating was that
compensation or generally agreed group was to provide money monitoring a a state would not be
special incentives that states involv- economic assistance Ill.WR . Who will pay persuaded to accept a
given for siting a ed with siting a through compensation for those services ? Ill.WR If some type of
rep >sitory ? repository should not to give incentives compensation was not

he comiensated for just to overcome oppo- offered.
direct and indirect sition to a IILWil site,

cost s.
The group was concerned

Group consensus: with establishing and
NItC shotdd investi- maintaining liability for a
gate a mechanism III.WII ami waste transpor-
to assist the states t ation. Does the Price-
in monitoring the Anderson Act apply ?
activities of a llI.WII The ultimate concern
without the penalty of what will be the cost
of losing any ongoing

of a HLWR to a state or
{- progr:4ms.
Y community was voiced.

U If the federal goverr-

| ment offers compensa-
.

tion initially will this

be held as a threat
over the state in the
future should operations
or activities change ?

The group was concerned
with the threat of with-
holding compensation for
one reason or another. A
good example was the 55
mph imposition by the fed-
eral government or the
threat to uithhold highway
funds.

- .
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Philadalphia Consensus Principal Concern 11ir.ority opinion Discussion
Paulson a Group

3e. Should there be The Paulson Greip The group noted that the
compensation or agreed that both the provisions of the Price-
special incentives host state and other Anderson Act shoeld
given for siting a impacted states apply to high level waste
repository ? should te compensa- disposal and transpor-

ted or offered special tation risks. " this was

incentives to under- n<t to Iw then some other
write economic form of indemnification
impacts. should be provided to the

states.

Call- rs Group This group agreed Discussion in this group
that host states should indicated that the federal
be given funds with no government should assume
strings attached *, statutory, financial

Y provide for research responsibility for all

[ and monitoring activi- impacts of actions involv-
ties, including the ing a repository.*

activities that occur
before the actual ,

designation of a site.

|
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_ISS UE RESPONSE

Davis' Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority opinion I)iscu s sion

3_e_. Should there be The Davis Group A concern of the group This group discussed the
compensation or agreed that special was that compensation possibility of a state
special incentives incentives and/or should le distinguished receiving an impact fee,
given for siting a compensation should from special incentives These fees would im to
repiv<itory ? be made available in that compensation cover the various effects

to the host state and would be a "must" for of siting.

fthose impacted by the stater. It was noted The Davis Group dis-
the siting of a that specific incentives

""' I
repository. are more site or state having compensation for

siccific. The group
""E "# "" C

nded that the host state
"

or other impacted states
could ask for thatever The Davis Group saw the j

siccial incentives they need for compensation
'

feel are necessary, for lost revenues due to
the loss of surface tax

Another concern of the
> potential. This ccmpensa-
0 group was that inflation- tion could be offered to the
h

ary effects should be states in fleu of a propertyfigured into any type of
tax.

comoonsation. The
group noted that sufficient
compensation should le
provided for the perpetual
cara and decommission-
ing of the site.

i
!
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ISSIT RESPONSE

levine's Group _ Conse nsus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Disruasion

3e, Should there le The I.avine Group Discussions in this gr< nip

compensation or agreed that the host noted that s;ecial funding

spncial incentives state sh:mid receivn should te available for
given for siting a s;rcial incentives training security / police
repository ? and comprinsation. officers, civil defense,

road improvements, and
radiological monitoring.

Some special incentives
suggested were: (1)in

lieu of taxes the host state
could charge utilities per
cubic foot, C) a portion

of federal taxas could go

to the host state, and

(3) do not exempt federal
land from state and local
taxes.

s

|
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Site Sultability Criteria and Issues

Discussion Group Lssue Matrix

ISSUE RES1'ONSE

Denver Consensus Principal Concern Minority () pinion Discussion

Sowards Group

3f. Mho Pays - Itate- Group consensus The group concern was It was suggested that
payer or Taxpayer ? was that no srecial that ultimately the tax- no siccial inceetive

incentives he con- payer would lear the would b<* necessary
sitbred by NRC. cost of a III. Wit. if community impact

problems were solved.

Ilambleton's Group The llamb!cton Group
did r.ot address this
issue.

Gillert's Group The Gilbert Group A principal concern
agreed to delete the of the group on this,

i 'special incentive' issue was the it.ter-
I words from the pretation of risk
-

Issue. l'u rt he r, compensation. One
they agreed that if section of the group
risk compensation indicated that the fed-
was interpreted as eral government should
accident compensa- le liable for accident
tion then the federal compensation uhile

government should another section thought
make remuneration that costs of this
to the states. nature were a part of

wa=te management and

should 1.c included in
the rate base structure.

1

,
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ISSUE RESPONSE
_

Woods' Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3f. Who Pays - Rate- The Woods' Group

payer or Taxpayer? noted that this issue
was covered by dis-
cussion on previous
issuas which were
similar in nature.

New Orleans
Mudrey's Group This group noted

that impacts genera-
ted by siting would'

have to le compensa-

ted for in some way.

The group agreed
that the ratepayers

> should be responsible
i for any compensation.
M

Nemeth's Group The Nemeth group This group expressed The group suggested The group identified
agreed that the host concern that NRC should that a formula be items for compensation
state and DOE should compensate any impact- developed to cover the consideration as:

be compensated by ed states for a IILWR in cost of inventory in (1) Ibvelopment Costs
the rate payers for lieu of taxes and the storage and the to D OE.
any costs or projected federal government should perpetual care of a (2) Storage costs te

costs directly or in- maintain liability for un- IILWR. state.

diredly related to the planned accidents or (3) Monitoring costs to

repository. events. state.
(4) Perpetuity costs toTh.is group concurred gpg

that the federal govern-
ment should assume un-
limited financial responsi-

bility for catastrophic
accidents affecting the
repository site and/or
operations.
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Porter's Group Consensu s Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3f. Who Pays - Rate- The Perter Group

payer or Taxpayer? addressed this issue
as a part of the
previous issue.

Day's Group The Day Group This group identified
agreed that In- four specific incentives
centives should be that a host state could
given to the states. use. These were:
They noted that (1) grant programs,

these should come C) host state should be
from DOE to the able to store waste with
impacted states. no charge. (3) the host

state should have the
capacity to tax stored
waste, and (4) DOE

a and/or NRC should
a assist the state with on

site technical representa-"

tives to assist the states.

-

W &
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ISSU E R ESPONS E

Philadelphia Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
Paulson's Group

3f. Who Pays - Itate- The Paulson Group The Paulson Group The group suggested a
payer or Taxpayer ? agreed that ecmpensa- discussed the types no strings attached

tion and special in- of comnersation and/or ' tombstone t: x' to be
centives should be special incertives to be used for any purpose.
given and that the giver and identified the

The group was divided
utility ratepayers, not following:

on how the tax shouldthe general taxpayers. (1) reimbursement for
. be made. One sectionshould be charged. Increased local and

believed a charge should
state expenditures,

. he made pt oportional to
direct and indirect,

. the distance the waste is.

related to siting and transported, a second
waste transportation. section believed a charge. .

p) his:hway mainten- should be made on a uni-
ance costs,

.. form national basis, and
. .

(3) pM. ice and civil .

> a third group desired
emergency costs, andi

- more information before. .

u
(4) social services

.

i
makirrg a judgement.. .

u
'' costs.

The group cited the
need for training pro-

grams for the potential
local work force.

|



ISSIT ItEs pONSE

Callen's Group Consensu s Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

3f. Who Pays - Rate- The Callen Group
payer or Taxpayer? agreed that compensa-

tion should be given
to DOE for develop-
ment costs. These
expanditures should
be the responsibility
of the rate payers.

The group noted that
host states should be
given funds, with no
strings attached, for
research and monitor-
ing activities.

The group indicated
> that the fe&ral govern-

y ment should assume
$ financial responsibility

for corrective actions
after the repository has
Icen dacommissioned.

Davis' Group The Davis Group discussed
this issue as a part of tha
previous issue.

Lavine's Group The Lavine Group discussed
this issue as a part of the
previous issue.

---

_ _ _ _ _
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APPENDIX A

| 4. Evaluation c' Siting Criteria ,

"What is the reaction of the State representa-

tives to the Preliminary Site Suitability

Criteria proposed by NRC ?"

i

l

i

;.

I
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i
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Site Suitability Criteria and Issues
Discussion Group Issue Matrix

t

ISSUE ItESPONSE

. Denver Consensus Principal Concern Minority opinion Discussion
Sowards Group

!

4. Evaluation of A dequacy

| Siting Criteria The group noted that the The Sowards Group did
i criteria were not specific not ackfress each sub- 1

| enough to solicit ap- issue in this question nor
propriate comment. did they address all the2

criteria. i,_g,
| The group agreed that
'

the criteria would ba
more meaningful if they
were site specific.

7

y The group indicated that
7 NIlC needs to be consistent |
" in the use of terminology.

,.

Modifications
j The group agreed that

,

the criteria do not dis- !

Icuss the relationship of
a repoa%cy to population
centers and p3pulation
concentrations.

i

Specificity
The group requested that
NRC define what it means
by the terms " geologically

,

stable events."
,

,

|

l
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ISSUE ItESPONSE
'

flambleton's Group Consensus IYincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion !

|
(Continued) ;

4. Evaluation of Mot'ifications (Continued),

Siting Criteria (AlAllA concert) ],

The AIAllA conceit NitC should investigate The group suggested i
seriously weakens the chemical toxicity that NRC investigate '

this criteria. of water as well as the the exposure eates
radioactivity. established oy EPA..

The group was con-*

. cerned that chemical The criteria needs a

.

! toxicity of water may statement about the
he as important to Naso relationship of popu-

| as the radioactivity it lation centers and con- ;

icontains. centrations to the siting
"*"There is nothing in the *

icriteria about popu-i

j lation centers anti popu-
,

j lation concentrations
a vis a vis the siting of a

& ill\W.
|
! (Monitoring and Decommissioning

of a III.WH.)
f

Does decommissioning Site suitability criteria
imply that NHC or does not address monitor-
licensen will no longar ing. -

monitor the IILWH ? '

Recommend that the word '

" monitoring" be inserted
,

in this criteria. l,
.

5

I
'
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ISSUE ItESPONSE

I Ilambleton's Grou_p Consensus TYinetpal Concern 3tinority Opinion Discussion
(Continued)

4. Evaluation of h1odifications (Continued)
Siting Criteria (Geologic Stability)

Group consensus The group was concern- Chair: A point was A IILRTl would not be !

7that 10' was un- ed with 10 teing un- made to discuss the located in a Tectont-
realistically long. realistic. It is difficult first attempt to dis- cally activa area. |

to establish that period pwe of waste by the i
. The effects of vulcanism -

i of years in geologic old AEC in Lyons. ,g ;

.
st ruct u re. Kansas. This dis- effects of erosion need1

" " " " "~
| Rhv the 10 million year ". to be considered.

- eral points of concern.j g .,

#''"* * E" ~

It was noted that the
; 110w long will control le cally may not te the ;

old AEC Ignored the ,

required ? best site for itLW.
1

,
concerns of geologists

Does 10' years cut out and the state in the A IIL%T1 should be locat-
many potential sites I yons operation. ed in a region, based j

f and regions ? upon events, where no [The group recommend-p gg ;; , 7g p_

e -
year ed that 10' figure be event would' allow for 'D> away with the 10 - i

.,$quirement and rank deleted. gp
sites according to erosion. ,

faulting, etc. Choose the The group discussed
most stable one, using the word " region"

instead of " area."
(1?nplanned naturnt or man'

made events. ) >

The group's principal
>concerns were:

(1) A 11LuR tring situated f
Inear a military target.

C) Downstream from a dam. (
(3) On an international 7

Imumlary.

;

,

i
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_ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ . -__ _ - - ._ - . ._, _ -
-

.

|

i

ESUE RESPONSE
-

( Hambleton's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion
[ (Continued)
I

Modifications (Continued)4. Evaluation of '

(Future value of naturalSiting Criteriai

| resources in the IIL%R area.)
What does " unduly NRC's interests should NEPA - This act extends
deprive" mean ? Im broader than regu- NRC's obligations and
(1) The group was concern- latory matters. responsibilities beyond

gged with mineral and other NRC should be remind-
i natural resources, ed that " resources" go " " " * " " " *

t(2) Economic and esthetic tryond mineral. !I

values of the land in the
"""'

i Additional criteria
A IILMB site would recommendations:
compromise social- (1) A IILMR site should C) A IIL%R should have
economic status of a have minimal disruption minimal disruption to
com munity. It would to social-economic status esthetic values ami I

[ have a negative impact. of a community. No conditions.
b There was a con- Will NRC/ federal govern- "* " " " " # "-

" "*; sensus that monitor- ment fund state monitor-
'

ing funding should be ing costs ?
paid by the federal

A critical concern of the t

F"* New Mexico expects Any state that accepts t* group was that of trans- DOE to fund monitor- a IILMB should he [
portation. Ing costs on the Waste provided with monitor- L
(1) Who will determine Isolation Pilot Plant. Ing funds. '

corridors, avenues of

approach ? C) %ho will
evaluate the conditions of

;

the roads, railroads, har-
hors ? (3) Who will pay for
improvements to transpor-
tatio, facilities so that a

safe operating mode is
reached ?

. . -- , , , , . _ , . .
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ISSUE RES1'ONS E

gbleton's Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority thiinion Discussion
(Continued)

4. Evaluation of Failure to attain standard
Sit!ng Criteria The group did mi see There will always im Site specific investi-

this as a major concern, an unknown element in gations would be more
this type of work. meaningful to assess-

"" * * "Criteria for site almost'

"" * * ""needs to be site specific.
Regulations /Itegulatory Guides ii

Ratance of one criterion llegulatory guides are not llegulatory guides are
1 over another. Criteria subject to the review sometimes seen as after

to be supplemented by process therefore they the fact items. The
information in regulatory may be biased. group discussion re-

* guides. solved itself into a desire
Regulatory guides do not'

to see schedules of
NItC should give the have the force of the law.

> regulatory guides pro-
states an input opportunity. mulgated.- >

i 4 to review regulations and r

'regulatory guides.

Gilbert's Group
Adequacy

The principal concern of There needs to le more T5 , redibility of the f
the group was that the time allowed for state proposed criteria needs
criteria are too broad review of NRC regu. to be examined.
and general. lations and draft regu-

" "*
Modifications

AIARA concept needs to
be clarified when apply-
Ing it to a IIIKR.

Specificity

NitC should define " buffer
zone". AIAlt A, etc. In

more detail.

i

!
_ -
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ISSUE RESPONSE

Woods' Group Consensus Principal CrTern Afinority Opinion Discussion

(Cortinued) ;

Afodifications (Continued)
4. Evaluation of

(Use of the land area around aSiting Criteria repository)

This concern addressed What is 200 miles in If the area around the
the problem c radio- geologic structure? HLWH is hydrologicallyr
nuclide migration in sound then 200 miles is
water and the possibility an acceptable area.

t of transporting itself in 200 milas is acceptable
f aquaifiers. IIas NRC investigated

as the approximate radius
.

the innplications of the! The downstream impact from the repository if the
.. geologic structure geologi structure of theof repository siting d&HM? Has,

i should be considered in area is sound,
consideration been given

the licensing process. to the homogenity of the
**

(Waste transportation risks)

Y Distances are not
I i important because of the '

'

5 present location of most
} nuclear reactors.

!' If a reprocessing plant
is to be built it should
be sited at the reposi-

I tory location.

The risk is small in
shipping to and from a
reprocessing plant.

;
,

4

i

e

I.
k

'
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ISSUE RESI'ONSE
t

. Woods' Group Consensus Principal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion" "
Modifications (Continued),

( 4. Evaluation of
| Siting Criteria An issue was the location Recommend that a IILMTl Recommend that a IILMTl
, of a reprocessing plant at site should consider the site should consider the
| 11L%It or elsewhere. potential of having a re- second ortk r effects ofi

A major concern was the Processing piant. transportation.

heat load in the shipping
icask.
)
f; *

| Weighting
i

Yes. Different uvights
are needed but each
criterion should be i,

,

j minimally attained.

| 3 Site specific weighirg
j, would be more meaningful.
O |

,

'

The criterion are very, -
,

| broad but each deservas
j some weight.

The criteris should be
strictly weighed by risk
analysis.

.

,

|

!

!

~v w e .em' d.N __ m
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ISSt'E RESPONSE

Woods' Group Consensus Principal Concern 5finority Opinion Dlacus sion

(Continued)

4. Evaluation of Regulations /Itegulatory Guides
Siting Criteria What is the balance abstr- NitC should hold another

ed between regulationa and workshop to explain the
regulatory guitbs ? regulatory guick process. ,

* ' " * * " *
States are concerned with

" " * * *~
|the drafting and imple- ' "*

mentation of regulatory
gui+ s.

It was noteil that there is
i.o legal mechanism to
obtain state input to regu-
latory guirk <bvelopment.

-

,

,

llegulatory guides are just ,

advance mtice of what NRC's
staff is thinking. They are

f
>

not binding unless approvedo
b by the commission.
u - I

Notify all Governors on the'

availability of regulatory
guitbs and request state
comme nt.

31ost important Characteristic

la one criterion more
important than another ?
None are less important,
some are rnore important
as they tecome site specific.

i

I

i

i

t
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ISSUE HE spONSE

New Orleans Consensus Principal Concern Minority Gpinion Discussion
Mudrey's Group

!

4. Evaluation of Adequacy
Siting Criteria

The criteria are adequate j
as modified by the group. |

Additions I

The group was split Some suggested additions Fed ral site - Ik>th surface
over the absolute to the criteria were: and subsurface. The buffer
ownership and control

. zone should be federallyMore state participation
|

posMon msus * " " ~in the development of Ileased surface land.

NitC evaluate a remote
site and the impact of

,

having a site near a popu- '

lation concentration.

? NRC evaluate the honefits
i of colocation of a repro-
U cessing plant and a waste

| repository.

NRC investigate and docu- ;
ment the problems of de-
commissioning a nuclese
power plant and - IILMTt.

Failure to attair. standards

; Chair: (1) Applicant needs All criteria must be met
to satisfy all the criteria. as a minimum standard for
(2) Site should meet the any applicant.
criteria to a high degree -
AIARA is appropriate.

<

I

i

!
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ISSCE ItESIONSE

Mudrey's Group _ Consensus lYincipal Concern Minority Opinion Discussion

(Continued)
" " "" " ' " " "

4 Evaluation of
Siting Criteria The group agreed with the ,

'

criteria and supported the
use of regulatory guides as
a means of implementing
the criteria as opposed to
regulations.

Most important Characteristic

IMiblic health and safety
were seen as the most
imimrtant considerations.

Criteria

(b) CIIAlft: The barrier concert is acceptable. A
point of interest was what is adequate in the way
of numbers and types of barriers.

,

1 (c) CilAIIt: Unplanned intrusions should be engineered
.L out.
* (d) CilAIII: The AIAllA concept is one that we can live

with but hopefully do bette r. A concern was ex-
pressed that NltC/ EPA /CEQ should get together
on standardizing acceptable risks.

What constitutes " reasonably acceptable". Ileason-
ably forseeable events needs to tw* defined.

(e) CIIAIII: The criteria is acceptable. If there is to
be continued exploration, this may cause problems
with structural fracture of barriers.

(f) CIIAllt: This can tw controlled. The criteria is okay.
7(g) The estimate of 10 years is unrealistic. Weather

is an important feature ignored in the criteria.
A IILWil should be conceptually developed in a
geologically stable structure.

- _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ -- - _ _ _ _ . __. -- _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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ISSUE RESPONSE
,

31utirey's Group Consensus Principal Concern 3finority Opinion Discussion
(Continued)

4. Evaluation of Comments on criteria (Continued)
Siting Criteria

@) CilAIR: Acceptable conceg (ALAllA).
(1) CIIAIR: DOE should investigate the geologic

structure of an area of about 200 miles in their
preliminary site investigations.

0) CilAIR: This criteria presents problems in that it
is or would be difficult to predict what resources
will have value in the long term. j

(k) _C HAIR: The criteria as written is acceptable. i

Transportation problems have been addressed
elsewhere in this workshop.

!Nemeth's Group

Adequacy t
i

j The criteria were deem->
k ed insufficient on alla

1 matters other than geo-
"

; logical aspects.

Additions

NRC should in its criteria
spell out a substantive role
for the states in:
a. Social / Economic 31atters
b. Institutional Atatters
c. Ilumanities !

d. Demographic 3fatters.

|

|
|
:

.___ _ ___ _ ________ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _



ISSUE RESPONSE

Nemeth's Group Consensus Princig; 1 Concern Minority opinion Discussion

No nueQ Modification (ther Comments:

4 Evaluation of As alreMy pointed out 0) Workshop was a good
Siting Criteria

by the g+up. vehicle to gain state input.

Weighting (2) DOE needs to te at
these tp workshops.

As already discussed
by the group. (3) EPA needs to be at

"# * E"'Failure to attain standard Representatives from the
A IIL%R should meet all National Governor's
minimum standards. Association and NCSL

'"
Most Important Characteristic to attend the workshop.

Itblic health and safety
are the most important

features in siting a llL%R.

T
, { Porter's Group Adequacy

'
!

"
! Criteria are very general.

Most Important Characteristic
,

Public health and safety
are the most important'

concerns in siting a llL%R.

I
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