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Dear Dade:
!|

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON JULY 24-25, 1978, WASTE MANAGEMENT |
. SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING 1

Rags Muller, by letter of August 10, requested that we submit a
report of our reactions on the matters we discussed in the July 24
and 25 meetings. Unfortunately, I was on vacation all of August
and did not receive this request until af ter Labor Day. Conse-
quently, these comments are quite late, but I hope they will still |
be helpful. l

I must say thet I was somewhat disturbed with the material we

'

covered during these two days. It seemed to me that there is a
great deal of ef fort being spent on " nice to know" info rma tion
without recognizing the need for immediate concentration on some |
urgent matters. There are two items that como to mind quickly. !

One: the need to license a low-level burial ground in the Midwest.
While uc discussed this problem at our previous meeting, we did
not receive any indication of when the NRC would be able to clear
up this problem and no real concern was indicated with the need to,

i ship these wastes long distances as a result of this licensing prob-
~

lem. p I recall, no safety review was available to compare the
relati g hazards of shipping vs. burial.
Two: I 'm still concerned about the apparent ' lack of planning to'

provide \cquipment and facilitics for transporting the large quanti-
ties of spent fuel or high-level waste that will require movement
in the next five to ten years. There may be appropriate work going
on, but we have not been able to identify this and I found very
little interest in discussing the problem.

~

As was mentionbd at the meeting, some of the material seemed to be
pointed at obtaining research funds without much regard for the
timing associated with the waste problem.

I do not h' ave any specific comments on the Deutch Report or the
activitics of the Interagency Waste Management Review Group. Per-
haps when they-have completed their work we can make some construc-'

tive comments.
\,

.

' \ \ 7811290cy
.. _ _ _ _ . . . _y.

'.
.



. _ . . . .

.

.' i Jx. L . --- -
.

,

. - - . -. - - . - - -....
-

.,.
.

' '

j .;.o
.;,

- .

: i

&*
.. .

;. -_ . .
.

e
*

.
.,

-

Dr.-Moel'ler ' . .* *
',

September 18, 1978 '

. -

., Page 2. -

I am enclosing my comments on the other matters we discussed.i

Sincerely yours,,

,

s
t

a ,-.

J. Hugh Warren
'

1- Consultant i

JHWidp
i Enclosures

.

cc w/cne: R. Muller 4,
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,COMtENTS ON JULY 24-25 !EETING OF WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE
,

1

1. NUREG 0300. The Goals Document, & NUREC 0412, Essays
-

,

| I had great difficulty in understanding this document as a goal
document. From my experience as an administrator, I expected.

to find specific concise goals which may be used to measure j.
.

: This document appears to be a summary of the pro- j
progress.; i !cesses involved in establishing goals for radioactive waste'

rather than an enumeration of the goals themselves.management,'

,

It very well may be that this document has served its purpose., ,

| | as background material for the "Deutch Committee" and the
Interagency Review Group which is preparing the National Policy,

|
on Nuclear Waste Management. I find it difficult to envision,

'

any other use for the document. It has occurred to me that
this dif ficulty of viewing the document as a goals document,

*

may be the reason for so few comments from the public andi

private sectors. I think everyonc at the Subcommittee meeting
felt that the basic question of "What is an acceptable level
of exposure?" must be addressed in any goal document.

I would suggest that the NRC give additional attention to the |

|important arca of better educating the public and of improving
techniques for obtaining a balanced public input to the rule |,

making process. The present system does not appear to provide (
4

'

a realistic cross-section of the opinions of the majority of |
2

J ; the public. Since the success of any waste management system I

will depend on the support of the public, it would appear that j

much more of the effort should be spent in this arca instead
'

; of in the purely technical areas.
'

2. NUREG 0456. The Classification Study

The authors of this work have adopted the simple concept of
ssifying the waste according to the method to be used inc

d osing of it, i.e.: 1) isolation, 2) near surface trenches,
an .3) regular landfill. This approach, together with the
further concept of classifying the wastes for disposal by sort-3

iuh according to sourec, has distinct advantages from an,

is simpic and casy to imple-operating point of view because itI commend the authors and encourage them to pursue thisment.
method. Since this method does have the disadvantage of
forcing some waste to a higher classification, it would be
useful tg look for a companion method which would permit using )
a lower classification when analysis proved this to be appro- :

th.is would permit an operator to make cost analyses |priate;
and use th'c appropriate method to provide the lower cost

Iapproach without sacrificing safety.
l

The study seems to have drif ted into some unnecessary diver-
I could see no reason to dilute the effort by explor-sions.

ing radioacepve rolcase from coal ash and' the disposal to the
seabed. , ,,
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I \' I agree with the rest of the Committee and consultants that
a group of professionals in the fic?.ds .rclated to human behavior
should study the philosophical issues ielated to the responsi-
bilities of the present generation to future generations and'

'
to what extent we have to assume the maximum stupidity factor

f (as, I believe, Herb Parker stated it).

As a last point, some consideration should be given to the 1

chemical toxicity of the wastes as well as the radioactivity.
There are perhaps some cases where this may be the more serious

I hazard in the future.

i 3. USGS Circular 779 '

.
,

I was particularly disturbed with the thrust of this paper. j
As pointed out by Dr. Parker, it has a very negative approach

i to geological disposal. This apparent attitude by the USGS j
will certainly give assistance to the opponents of nuclear i

'

energy. It is difficult to understand why, at this late date,
the USGS would publish a document with such a discouraging' review of the geological approach to waste disposal.

,

I.

It appears to me that many of the research areas discussed
deal with the academic or " nice to know" type of information
rather than the cesential knowledge needed to select a loca-

.

tion and engineer a safe disposal site. !

I
Since public acceptance of a site may very well be as important

i

a factor as the technical perfection of the site, perhaps we |

need to spend some of this money educating people to the real
,

hazards involved and preparing them to accept these wastes in 1

their areas, i
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