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disposal because I don't think even you are ready to know
what you are going to advocate. I would like to keep them
on the surface as long as we could, before we made a

5 easi)|
decision that we cannot aﬁag change.

The problem with WHIP is that its mission changes all the
time. First it was the commercial repository, then it
was only military waste, then it was only transuranic
_ o, AL
waste which i6 not hot, then it was transuranic waste
]

L

with 1,000 spent pgﬁe rods but only 1,000 spent ﬁﬁie
rods, then the New Mexico people say.that if you,(and
others) L you put 1,000 in there that is the camel with
his head in the tent and they are going to put the....
you ‘know, you:are licensed towgii-l,OOO‘ﬁm and it passed,

and then they put more. So, part of the problem is

WHIP is a very bad repository for high level waste. And

'

for reasons I said earlier, but...?fThe purpose of a
repository is to keep the radioactivity from getting

back to the biosphere and there are really 2 principLﬁ’
ways that that can happen. One , is you can have some
sort of water flow from an aquafier through the repository
and back out uhréé%h the biosphere. Another way is

to have some sort of human activities, solution mining,

t

0

>

whatever, future human intrusion. I see potentially
or rather severe, public relations problem with the

transportation of waste. For example, if we have an
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technical subject and if you make institutional mistakes
it can lead you to bad technical solutions and one for
instance of being driven by ... uh, overriding priorities
which is to insure the survivability of the nuclear
option rather than the priority of insuring the health and
safety of future generations by safely managing the
program. When those two priorit}es collide, organizations
like the Department of Energygiﬁbuld make decisions based
on, not on the appropriate waste form but on salvaging the
niielear power., The idea is that you den' t want o ... a
single failure of one component of a system to lead to
the failure of the entire system. So, in order to prevent
that and provide for some backup reliability, one introduces
a system of multiple barrier system, such as the failure
of any one barrier will not lead to the failure of the
system, and you will have these other backups. As applied
to the waste management activities, the barriers would
be,one barrier would be the matrix in which the waste 1is
contained, such as a glass block, the second barrier would
be a canister that contains the glass, the third the packing
around the canister, the fourth barrier the geological
formation within which the waste is placed and in the fifth,
the overlying geologic strata over the repository. The
problem or the concern is how the nuclear regulatory commission
will implement this multiple barrier concept. Will they

require stringent performance criteria for each of the
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that we know that lend some of the ideas now that salt may
be our best possibility here. But we are a long ways from
proving the case, That salt will work, as indeed we are

a long ways from proving that anything will work. We don't

know. I don't think anybody can say.

Another appeal for salt is that we know that it is inclined

to heal itself. In geologic times, we actually see fractures
in salt that have healed themselves over a long period of

time. And we don't see this in other rocks as often. Usually
a fracture in other kinds eof recks will continue to Erans-

VoA,
mit Lé?aughmit whereas in salt it won't. So that is another

/

factor now./ And we are looking at that problem. That is

one-of our major EONCErns.

That has to be one of the most principal things that you
can find a secure geological area in the salt but that is

a possibility or even a remote possibility that some waters
moving through the subsurface will come into contact with
that, that would violate one of these criterias. It has

to have what we call hydrologic security. You can't have
water in contact. You get water in contact with it, then
water is a good mechanism for the spread of contamination.
So you can't have that. That is one of the very rigorous

criterias. Whether that actually exists we don't know yet.
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radioactive or nuclear as conjuring up in their minds a
catastrophic event like Hiroschima or Nagasake. It is
difficult for them to conceive of the nuclear accident
perhaps of being a very small and innocuous kind of occurrence,
ratnet PR )
than a catastrophe. And it is difficult often to

get to the route of people's real concerns.

..In the public arena there are several kinds of levels of

concern. One level is that many people are unaware of

the real hazards and concerns about handling nuclear
materials, radiocactive wastes, and presenting the information
toe them, on how carefully it is taken care of, the concern
which we handle it, and goes a long ways towards relieving
some of their concerns. And they are seriously interested

ej}in
1nﬁ1n ormation. There is another level of opposition,

ho
They may be quite aware technically, of the issues related
to nuclear waste disposal, but they wish to appeal to the

emotions of people, because their goal is to stop disposal,

and perhaps stop thereby nuclear power. And so

Not be concerned about setting the overall policy but once
a nuclear facility is established in a state, then we have
the responsibility for the radiation monitoring, to deter-
mine whether the thing is being operated safely, gé would
make the background studies to establish the level before
the plant went into operation so that if they did have an

incident we would then have some benchmarks we could measure
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out. From the type of plans that we have for storing

radiocactive waste. They are not just indiscriminately
Umped n

buattet—as a hole in the ground. They are talking about

taking waste and consolidated form and concentrating them

and perhaps putting them in impervious ceramic wafers

or some type of thing and they would not be soluable

by the ground fluids. They are talking about going down

Fhrd

to a greater depth by impervious geologic structures

that have existed for millions of years, that have had no

change, and then going through a layer maybe of several

hundred or a thousand feet of this layer and chambering

out something-and then these packaged radioactive wastes

would be carried down and stored in a container which would

be retrievable if necessary. These things are not just

¢ mixed
dumped into the earth to allow to be affected by underground

streams or such. fﬂkeeping abreast of all the things, nothing
has been decided yet. And of course, no one could put a

plant in Texas unless it would be put on land that belonged

to the governmental agency and unfortunatelj}l mean, for the
people that are considering things, there is no mechanism

now. It would require an active#y, of some future legislature
to approve a propesal amd to.y. for the stateltoltake title

to the lapd. Disposalifsitesof this type musE beson

governmental land, either state or federal. And until there

is some mechanism about which Texas could receive title,
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that the risk, the current risk wthat we are accepting in
terms of releasing uranium from that coal is -

assessible .
H aceeptable ,

We do not share that view. /We do not share it in part

unknolh

SCIENTIST because we have demonstrated examples right here along

the front range, like the Schwartz-Walder mine, where

water supplies being consumed by human beings are being
; A QMH%WS

highly contaminated by alphimeters, we have examples on

the west skope of well water supplies being highly

contaminated by tailings afflueﬁ$§ from uranium mills.

And we have of course reason to believe to be concerned

about the industrial uses and abuses of plutonium as

you all know.

&6 having defined this various levels of safety, what
is acceptable? That is not a techmological question,

facts don't provide values, and you are going to have to

v N\ e

%awqumﬂ go outside your own profession in order to gain the

toa11 A, At
Nad'l Cectin, necessary public education, for what is inevitably going

- . - S
to béﬁcongre851ona1 and thereforerpublic decision of these
matters. I don't think the ethical questions can be
resolved until the technical ones are clarified. I think

S

on an emotional basis

it is really stupid
until the technological questions are furtheron to prove
your hard work and research. That leads me to ome kind
of conclusion as a layman and as a voter and I would be

very reluctant to vote for a decision about long term
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it is pretty hazey beyond that. I think we have got a
lot of public education to be done, I think the sense of
goodwill is really being tested. I mean how valuable do
we think our descendants really are 500, 600, or even 200
years from the time that we live?/jg?think the public is
very frightened of accidents. There has been enough.
In spite of the assurances of safety, by people who
like yourselves, there has been a number of unexpected
and rather frightening deccidents. I guite agree they axe
not as dangerous as coal polution has been for generations,
but these are novels. I am frightened again, the public
is frightened because when some of those things that
transport mobile homes across the state of New Mexico,
innocent with a wide load on them, are really apparently
according to a recent New York Times thing, are really
carrying nuclear material within them, hidden in deception.
Deceiving, I find that a very less likely to engage the
publie trust thaplif you put emnia gkeat big sign. I think
those motor homes are doing more damage than they would if
they were done in frankly, well guarded tanks or something.
The whole issue of deception is a dangerous one elk. youﬂb
embark on &£, gentlemen. Because in order to get the public
trust and the vote, you really can't afford to be anything

else but open and honest. I think that the serious fear

which needs to be enhanced, let me say, the fear of not

having of not what we are going to get, through nuclear
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technical subject and if you make institutional mistakes
it can lead you to bad technical solutions and one for
instance of being driven by ... uh, overriding priorities
which is to insure the survivability of the nuclear
option rather than the priority of insuring the health and
safety of future generations by safely managing the
program. When those two priorities collide, organizations
like the Department of Energy;gﬁgﬁ%d make decisions based
on, not on the appropriate waste form but on salvaging the
nuclear power. The idea is that you don't want to ... a
single failure of one component of a system to lead to
the failure of the entire system. So, in order to prevent
that and prowvide for some backup reliability, one introduces
a system of multiple barrier system, such as the failure
of any one barrier will.not lead to the failure of the
system, and you will have these other backups. As applied
to the waste management activities, the barriers would
be,one barrier would be the matrix in which the waste is
contained, such as a glass block, the second barrier would
be a canister that contains the glass, the third the packing
around the canister, the fourth barrier the geological
formation within which the waste is placed and in the fifth,
the overlying geologic strata over the repository. The
problem or the concern is how the nuclear regulatory commission
will implement this multiple barrier concept. Will they

require stringent performance criteria for each of the



i%u&;
\“‘\\Loy\

Khmgmﬁu

£lﬂwvnqﬂ

VQ§I£0$

Page 20
: . @
barriers separately be met or will they take #h&€ position
that is closer to what I call a multiple siv approach and
that is these are not considered independent but you line
up a series of sivs in order tthat the overall leakage

through them is less than some overall systems performance

objective.

In thils part of the world, our publilec health, publiec water
supplies come from the Ogalalla Aquifer and some deeper
aquifers. Those would, if the DOE goes ahead with their
waste dump plans as outlined, would be above the waste
dump. And there is a very serious possibility I think with
the kind of heat buildup they are talking about, in the
waste dumps, something on the order of 300 degrees Celcius.
You could have ficshers open up from the heat and pressure
and either get the public water supply contaminated or
possibly even worse, have them seep into the @ég:ggig

chamber or turn to steam and give you some kind of signi-

ficant catacl?sm.

Until you have a safe way to dispose of literally millions
of gallons of liquid waste and literally thousands of

cubic meters of solid waste, some of which will be lethal
for periods of time fas long ;;:a quarter of a million years,

it is insane I think to go ahead with nuclear power develop-

ment.
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government to Carlsbad and work with them to solve a
problem that is plagued our nation for some 35 years.

For those that continue to make accusations of the

Gr§g§ businessman, I take exception and feel that I

know most of the supporters of this project here in
Carlsbad and havé known them for aﬁlongggzgg?@Zs anyone,
having lived here for 29% years. That §C% accuse these
men, ,myself included, of being willing to sacrifice the
safety of another human being, for a dollar, is completely
out of line. Most of these people have children and

or grandchildren either living in Carlsbad or visiting
Carlsbad on occasion and believe me, no one in their right

mind is willing to put the safety of his loved ones in

jeopardy for a deElar bill.

. Preferable to a widely scattered shallow burial pits which

we presently have all over this nation. We are in favor
of WHIP. Now speaking for myself, I am appalled,absolutely
appalied, to think that some 23 years have gone by since
the burial in salt was first proposed. And we are no
farther than we are here today. We are still bickering,
we are still fighting. I am convinced that a waste
storage facility without the capability of storing high
level wastes, is no facility at all. For pete's sakes,
get on with it, and do provide for storage gif high level

wastes. Finally, I have heard objections here today,
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not as ignorant as you think. We are fed up with this
1
el :
defeat and we are... and you are not going to get away with

it. I think Senator A.R. Schwartz of Galveston, Texas, said

it best when he said, that there ain't.ﬁ'@w

The only difference between the AEC and the DOE is the name.
30‘14’@ oW

James Schlesinger and others were an integral part of the
AEC and now Mr. Schlewsinger is the head of the DOE. A rose
by any other name smells just as sweet. Or in this case,
ashrotten.

Nead Maxickns whe
WeAgrerheﬂeato volce our opposition to an outrage the DOE
on the waste isolation pilot plant will not be deterred,

will not tire, will not give up until the DOE realizes

that we are speaking for the majority of New Mexicans

and the DOE (app}ause) ..... The DOE shall be cqnvinced
Yo lewwe Vi duaaing their deadly yadisactive waste pehind Hhem.
that\(unaudible). t. ........ And in regards to the question

I am anticipating, what do I think would be the best
alternative and I believe it should be left where it
is, where it can be monitored, until you truly do have
a safe and scientifically and sensible solution to the

problem.






NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT

ISSUE BRIEF NUMBER IB75012

AUTHOR:
Behrens, Carl E.

Environment and Natural Resources Policy Division

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE

MAJOR ISSUES SYSTEM

DATE ORIGINATED 02,24/75
DATE UPDATED 04,18/80

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CALL 287-5700

0421







































CR5-—-13 IB75012 UPDATE-04/18/80

U.S. Council on Environmental Quality. News release.
("2 member of the Council...urged today...)
Sept. 29, 1977.

U.S. Department of Energy. Directorate of Energy Research.
Draft report of Task Force for Review of Nuclear Waste
Management. (DOE/ER-0004,/D). Pebruary 1978.

—--- Report to the President by the interagency review group
on nuclear waste management. Draft. (TID-28817).
October 1978.

U.S. General Accounting Office. Improvements needed in the land
disposal of radioactive wastes—a problem of centuries. Report
to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States.
Washington, Jan. 12, 1976. (RED-76-54)

-———— Nuclear energy®s dilemma: disposing of hazardous
radioactive waste safely. Report to the Congress by
the Comptroller General of the United States. Washington,
Sept. 9, 1977. (EMD-77-41)

-






LWVUS
Page two

--Economic, social and environmental impacts statements so that both decision
makers and the public have information on which to base a decision. Secondary
land use demands, in addition to the actual site, should be considered--roads,
sewers, water, etc.

--Sites selection in conformance with any adopted comprehensive plan--an example
would be an adopted Coastal Zone Management Plan.

--Participation and review by all governmental levels to assure conformance with
comprehensive plans at each level of government.

--Procedures for mediation of intergovernmental conflicts.
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IV. The Relationship Between Nuclear Power and Nuclear Waste

--State Leagues may support state legislation that prohibits new licensing for
construction or operation of nuclear power plants within their state until such
time as a technically and environmentally sound disposal site is licensed for
wastes generated by commercial nuclear reactors.

1) The national board has determined that state Leagues may Oppose new
licensing for construction or operation of nuclear plants in their state
based on the energy position (no increased reliance on nuclear fission and
priority use of preferred alternative sources) if they wish. As a technique
to achieve their goal, state Leagues may opt to support state legislation
conditioning licensing on a solution to waste problems.

There are several conditions or constraints on support for such legislation:

a)

b)

While the national board believes the decision is best left to state
Leagues, it also believes such support is not wise because this legisla-
tion is likely to bring additional, stronger pressures to find a "solu-
tion" to waste problems. A "solution" arrived at under such pressure is
more likely to be a political, forced decision than a technically and
environmentally sound one. In other words, the legislation is likely to
force bad solutions.

It must be clear to League members, legislators, and the public that the
League position does not condition use of nuclear power on a solution for
waste problems, and that League support for legislation linking licensing
to such a solution is based on our support for preferred alternatives and
our opposition to increased reliance on nuclear fission. In other words,
it must be clear that concern about waste problems is only one, and not
necessarily the most important, reason for being concerned about nuclear
power, and that a "solution" for waste problems would not necessarily
cause the League to support licensing for new construction or operation
of light water reactors.

State Leagues must assure themselves of membership understanding and
agreement before supporting such legislation.
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