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Secretary of Energy Advisory Board
Washington, DC 20885 -

June 30, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR MEMBERS OF THE SEAB TASK FORCE ON
RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT

FROM:  FRANCES MUSGROVE
SUBJECT: LOCATION OF MEETING

Attached you will find a copy of the egenda and meeting location:
National Wildiife Federation
Kimball Conference Room
1400 16th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036
Telephone Number (202) 828-5067
Fax Number (202) 939-3460

if you have any questions, please contact me on (202) 586-7070.

Attachments
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TERMS OF REFERENCE
SECRETARY OF ENERGY ADVISORY BOARD
TASK FORCE ON CIVILIAN RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCT]ON

The Department of Energy recognizes that the resolution of outstanding
institutional issues, such as access to sites, social and economic impacts,
and organizational design, is as critical to the ultimate success of the
civilian radioactive waste management program as the resolution of outstanding
technical issues. No institutional issue commands as much attention and is as
widely regarded as pivotal and far-reaching as the question of public trust
and confidence. It is, for example, a common theme in reviews by
organizations such as the National Academy of Sciences, the Congressional
Office of Technology Assessment, and the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board.

Although numerous oversight and advisory bodies are examining the technical
foundations of the program, there is currently little systematic analysis and
guidance on developing the institutional framework for managing radioactive
waste in a manner that ensures public trust and confidence. Such analysis and
guidance would be helpful not only to the existing policy-making organizations
that are conducting many of the program’s immediate activities but also in the
on-going creation and design of the technical development and operating
organizations that will play increasingly critical roles in the program’s
future. The objective of the Secretary of Energy Advisory Board (SEAB) Task
Force of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management is to begin to undertake those
institutional analyses and to suggest approaches for establishing public
trustworthiness so as to facilitate progress toward the Department’s
satisfaction of its statutory obligations.

As detailed below, the Task Force should examine what is meant by "public
trust and confidence" and describe the conditions that are important for
ensuring it. The group should explore what additional steps the program might
take to strengthen public trust and confidence in efforts to dispose of
radioactive waste. The Task Force should investigate whether attempts to
increase public trust and confidence affect other objectives such as timely
waste acceptance and cost-effectiveness. Finally, the group should consider
how its recommendations and guidance might be implemented.

STUDY OBJECTIVES

The Meaning and Development of Public Trust and Confidence
The phrase "public trust and confidence" is frequently used, but its

meaning is rarely articulated with precision. Consequently, misunderstandings
among parties with an interest in those ends may arise, and accusations of bad
faith may be leveled, leading ironically to reduced trust and confidence. The
Task Force should strive to develop a clear understanding of what it means for
the radioactive waste management program to have public trust and confidence
extended or withheld. The group should then analyze the factors and processes



that cause it to be gained, maintained, lost, and reestablished. Among the
questions the Task Force should address are:

[ | Whose trust and confidence is most critical? Why?

[ | What are the most important factors affecting the level of public trust
and confidence in the program?

B what lessons has the program learned from the past? What can be done to
build on past successes and avoid past failures?

Opportunities for Ensuring Public Trust and Confidence

The management of radioactive waste poses a number of challenges, which,
in combination, may make the establishment and maintenance of public trust and
confidence problematic. Hazardous materials must be processed and
transported; the benefits of nuclear power are widely distributed, but many of
the costs of waste management are geographically concentrated; political and
technical accountability must be sustained over extended periods; a relatively
large-scale technological system with a complex institutional infrastructure
must be created; some errors may only arise in the far future, and others may
be hard to detect. Based on the understanding and insights developed in the
first phase of the study and through other means, the Task Force should
consider questions such as these:

[ How can the challenges that tend to make public trust and confidence in
the radioactive waste management program problematic be addressed?

[ ] Under what circumstances, if any, can alternative financial,
organizational, and regulatory arrangements for the program promote
public trust and confidence?

[ | Can the organizational structures and processes adopted for similar
programs in other nations provide models for increasing the perceived
trustworthiness of the U.S. program?

Consequences of Ensuring Public Trust and Confidence

Actions taken to ensure a significant reservoir of public trust and
confidence may affect other program objectives such as the timely acceptance
of waste, cost-effectiveness, and confidence in the program’s schedule. Those
other factors must be taken into account as any long-term implementation plan
is developed. If trade-offs between conflicting goals have to be made, it is
important that the stakes be clarified and the balancing of advantages and
disadvantages of various approaches be done explicitly. To inform choices
that will have to be made, the Task Force should investigate these questions:

[ | To what degree would additional efforts to foster public trust and
confidence disrupt established program routines and organizational
interactions?

[ | How would efforts to ensure high levels of public trust and confidence



influence the timeliness and the cost of the radioactive waste
management program?

[ To what extent would initiatives to increase public trust and confidence
affect or be affected by the regulatory regime for developing and
licensing a repository?

Recommendations

Having assessed alternative approaches for ensuring public trust and
confidence and having considered in general terms what the central advantages
and disadvantages of each might be, the Task Force should present
recommendations to the Secretary of Energy. Included in those recommendations
should be guidance on what steps can be taken to implement them. In
particular, the Task Force should note which actions can be taken under
authority already vested in the Department, which actions require new
authority, and which actions depend on the cooperation of other governmental
and non-governmental entities.

In pursuing these objectives, the Task Force can

[ Obtain the advice of recognized experts in organizational design;

[ Examine program decisions and policies over the last decade that have
strongly contributed to the current level of public trust and
confidence;

[ | Solicit the views of informed and interested individuals both inside and

outside of government;

[ Secure information from DOE program offices and contractors that helps
identify the characteristics of the policy-making, technical design and
development, and operating organizations of the radioactive waste
management system.
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The Secretery of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

September 5, 1991

- MEMORANDUM FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, SECRETARY OF ENERGY ADVISORY
BOARD

SUBJECT: EXPANSION OF TH OPE OF THE TASK FORCE ON CIVILIAN
! OACTIVE WASTE MANAGEM

On April 25, 1991, I approved the membership and Terms of Reference
for the Task Force on Civilian Radioactive Waste Management. This
group will be examining the critical issue of ensuring public trust
and confidence in the Department’s program.

I believe that this institutional issue is relevant to a wide range of
activities undertaken by the Department of Energy. I would like,
therefore, for the task force to expand the scope of its efforts.
Although its focus should remain on the civilian radioactive waste
management program, it should draw for its insights from other areas
of Departmental activity, especially the defense waste program.
Furthermore, I would like the task force to develop its
recommendations to me so that they might be more broadly applicable

within the Department.
mes 5 Hatl1ns C{)/(

dmiral, U.S. Navy (Retired)
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LUTHER J., CARTER’

2722 CHAIN BRIDGE ROAD, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20016
telephone 202-966-3879

fax 202-537-3143

June 238, 1993

Professor Todd La Porte,

Chairman, Secretary of Energy’s Task Foroe on Publia
Trust and Oonfidenoe in Rediocaotive Waste Management
3207 Andreasen Drive _

Lafayette, California 94549

‘Dear Todd,

I have read with interest the final rveport of your task
force, together with the comments made by reviewers on the
previous report, As 1 indicated in my own earlier comments,
while finding the report to be very good as far as it goes, I
think it should go further. Here I would propoze that the body
of the report be left essentially just as it is, but that the
“implementation of advioce" seotion be strendthened in so far as
it pertains to the Yucca Mountain project in Nevada.

As the report now stands, it does not come to terms with
the fundamental objection raised by Robert Loux of the Nevada
Nuclear Waste Projeot Office in his letter to the task foree of
last December 18, Hia objection had to do with the report’s
"failure to address direectly the implicationa" for publioc trust
and confidence of attempting “"to foroe the repository on an
unwilling state." As you know, I personally take no exception to
what Congross did in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act Amendments of
1987 except that I think, and once recommended {see Environment
October 1987), that Congress should have at first desidnated
Yucce Mountein as the sole candidate site only tentatively,
subject to review by the National Acedemy of Sciences. I do
agree however with the task force’s ohservation that most of the

*bargaing” atruck in the NWPA of 1982 were undone by the 1887
Anendments.

The reed today is to somehow refashion those original
bargains in new legislation and policies that are workable
and that reflect the country's hard-won experience about the
political and technicml realities of isolating and containing the
more dangerous and longer-lived nuclear materials. For purposes

of illustration let me give you some of my own thoughts on this

eubject. In my judgment Congress sheuld:

¥ Declare the Nevada Teat Site (with the NTS boundaries
extended to take in all of the Yucca Mountain site) to he a
unique federal reservation that is to be dedicated in part to the
storage and disposition of hazardous, long-lived nuclear
materials from all sources--the generation of nuclear energy,
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United States Government Department of Energy

memorandum
ot JUN 15 1993

REPLY TO
ATINOF. RW-5

SUBJECT: Final Comments on SEAB Recommendations

T0°  Executive Director of the Secretary of Energy
Advisory Board, AC-1

Per your request, attached are the final comments on the
Draft Final Report of the SEAB Task Force on Radioactive
Waste Management which was issued on December 1992. As we
noted in our earlier response dated February 22, 1993, we
found that we agreed with many of the Task Force’s ideas and
we planned to implement many of the recommendations to enable
the program to earn the trust and confidence of our numerous
constituents. Consequently, we are providing specific
comments only to those recommendations that we believe would
prove either ineffective or beyond our resources to
implement.

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please
feel free to contact me on 586-6842.

: ,4;=:::::::;:
/”7’('0 ;
Lake H. Barrett, Acting Dirgctor
Office of Civiliapm Radioacfive
Waste Management /

Attachment



AN ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS
IN THE DRAFT FINAL REPORT OF THE
SEAB TASK FORCE ON
RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT

The following comments respond to recommendations that OCRWM believes would
prove ineffective or beyond the Program's resources to implement.

Recommendation: To make the Department’s scientific work more credible, it should
expand its peer review network to always include experts from other countries.

Comment: OCRWM agrees in general, however, decisions to include foreign experts
should take into account relevant and appropriate technical expertise and cost
effectiveness.

Recommendation: To make the Department's scientific work more credible, it should
jointly design and conduct experiments and share data at the earliest possible time with
teams from host States, Indian Tribes and affected counties.

Comment: OCRWM agrees that the results of experiments must be shared promptly and
fully, however, DOE is responsible for designing and conducting experiments to ensure
they comply with quality assurance and regulatory requirements. Special circumstances
may arise where joint experiments are appropriate; in these cases, outside involvement
mus} be subject to pre-negotiated conditions.

Recommendation: To make the Department’s scientific work more credible, it should
seek authorization for joint auditing of quality assurance programs.

Comment: OCRWNM disagrees that joint auditing of the program would be appropriate.
Quality assurance audits must be conducted by the appropriately designated organization.
The State of Nevada and affected counties currently observe DOE audits as does the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). We understand this observation of, and
opportunity to comment on, DOE audits is considered appropriate by the other parties.
To act as more than an observer could jeopardize the independent oversight role of the
organization.

Recommendation: To empower host States, affected counties, Indian Tribes, and citizen
groups, the Department should organize Safety Review Boards comprised of DOE
managers and representative stakeholders that can temporarily suspend operation at a
facility for a pre-established set of reasons.

Comment: OCRWM agrees with the intent to give the host a meaningful role, subject to
pre-negotiated conditions. However, since DOE is ultimately responsible for the sound
operation of the facility, the compatibility of this concept with the current legal,
regulatory, and institutional framework of the program must also be considered.






Comment: OCRWM disagrees. Open peer review, as currently practiced, is considered
the best means to test scientific findings and to resolve differences. One of the principal
responsibilities of the new position of Chief Scientist will be to establish peer review
teams for scientific work at Yucca Mountain, assuring broad-based and competent
representation.

Recommendation: Provide incentives (resources, prestige, etc.) if they [the competing
teams) persuade the broader expert community of the soundness of their arguments.

Comment: OCRWM disagrees and considers the principle antithetical to the scientific
process. While aggressive advocacy of scientific positions might have some short-term
benefits to the program, it would also work against the reputation for scientific
objectivity that is critical to earning trust and confidence in OCRWM's ability to deliver
an unbiased judgment on the suitability of Yucca Mountain, the safety of cask designs,
etc. .

Recommendation: To demonstrate its commitment to taking into account the interests of
the citizens of Nevada, OCRWM should not condition its offer on the State dropping its
opposition to characterizing the Yucca Mountain site.

Comment: OCRWNM agrees in principle and would like to explore this matter further
with the State, but full implementation may require a change in the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act.

Recenmendation: To acknowledge by deeds that the "first-of-a-kind" nature of its
activities requires special attention to public trust and confidence, OCRWM should aim
to design a repository system whose predictable performance exceeds by a substantial
margin the standards set up by regulators.

Comment: OCRWM agrees in part. The value of the recommendation is recognized
and its thrust is already being considered. The recommendation must be balanced
against the scientifically accepted ALARA (risk to be "as low as reasonably achievable")
principle and other trust and confidence considerations, including cost. Increasing the
cost of the system to exceed substantially the scientifically based requirements might
satisfy some stakeholders’ concerns at the expense of others. The ability of a first-of-a-
kind geologic repository to perform as required for many thousands of years can neither
be scientifically "proven" nor physically demonstrated. For that reason, there is a need
to build the strongest possible evidentiary case that the repository system can operate
safely for 10,000 years or more. That can be attained by marshalling technical and
scientific evidence, judgment, and public support to develop a strong, broad-based
consensus that the repository will perform as predicted.

Recommendation: To acknowledge by deeds that the "first-of-a-kind" nature of its
activities requires special attention to public trust and confidence, OCRWM should leave



no room for a mistaken impression to arise that the program is in anything other than an
experimental mode.

Comment: OCRWM agrees with the underlying thrust of the recommendation that the
suitability of Yucca Mountain is yet unknown and the present activities are solely for the
characterization required to determine site suitability. However, the deep geologic
disposal of radioactive wastes represents an international, scientific, consensus on the
best long-term solution to the international problem.

Recommendation: To acknowledge the symbolic and real barriers to trust and
confidence that arose when the bargains contained in the NWPA either collapsed or have
moved to the verge of collapse, OCRWM should use the opportunity provided by a
recently mandated report to Congress to revisit the dual issues of multiple sites and
multiple repositories.

Comment: The Section 803 Report mandated in the Energy Policy Act of 1992, presents
an opportunity to revisit the need for multiple repositories. However, with respect to
multiple sites for a first repository, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act clearly provides that
only the site at Yucca Mountain should be characterized, unless and until it is found to
be unsuitable.





































































March 9, 1993

COMMENTS ON DRAFT REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY'S ADVISORY BOARD

TASK FORCE ON WASTE MANAGEMENT

GENERAL COMMENTS

1.

The Final report should include an Executive Summary, Conclusions and
Recommendations, in the beginning of the document.

Page 14 We agree that "Public trust and confidence is not a luxury.”
We would add that DOE not only has an obligation to merit trust, but that
trust must be earned by the agency through consistent policies and
actions over the long term.

Page 15 We also agree that "Public trust and confidence is not a
one-way street.” If DOE trusts the public by being candid about the
problems to be addressed, there will be an increased prospect of
long-term trust in DOE programs.

To establish a climate of trust in its program, DOE should develop, in
consultation with affected parties, a set of technical and institutional
principles to guide the program. Once adopted, the agency should resist
pressures 1o change these principles for reasons of schedule, cost or
political objectives. If changes must be made, or if actions inconsistent
with the principles are contemplated, they should be worked out in
consultation with affected parties.

Pages 27 and 37 We agree that "actions taken by one unit within DOE
influence the level of public trust and confidence in other units®. Con-
sistent with this finding, we suggest that it is not sufficient (Section 2)
to publish a summary of major positions 1o ensure that programs

speak consistently to stakeholders. What is needed are internal procedures

to ensure that activities of one program within DOE do not impinge on

trust and confidence in other DOE programs. Policymakers need to ask not

only how this policy will affect stakeholders’ trust in my program, but
also how it will affect stakeholders' trust in other DOE programs. Too

much compartmentalized thinking undermines trust in the agency as a whole.
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improving and there is already the makings of mutual trust and
respect.

A totally different situation obtains with respect to
the DOE effort in Nevada looking to the building of a repository
at Yucca Mountain principally for spent fuel from commercial
pover reactors. Nevada says "never," and its DOE-funded nuclear
waste project office serves principally as a staging mechanism
for attacks on the DOE program. The state shows no interest in
cooperation with DOE, for in its mind cooperation would in
reality turn out to be cooptation. 1Its posture of intransigent
opposition has for the most part been encouraged by the
antinuclear groups, by certain of the major environmental groups
(including the Sierra Club), and to a degree by the press.l The
task force has itself pointed out some major distinctions between
the clean up of the defense production sites and the Yucca
Mountain project. Surely a salient difference is the fact that
the spent fuel that would go to this repository is generated by
an intensely controversial nuclear enterprise that is still
ongoing. ’

The fearsome nuclear imagery inspired by Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, nuclear testing, and events such as Three Mile Island
and Chernobyl may hang more or less equally over the defense
clean up sites and any prospective "nuclear dump" at Yucca
Mountain. But the defense clean up deals with radioactive waste
left from activities now shutdown; the Yucca Mountain repository
would receive spent fuel from power reactors which for the most
part continue to operate--and if proponents of nuclear energy
have their way, from reactors yet to be built. Spent fuel would
come from afar to a state which has no nuclear reactors and sees
itself, correctly, as the place targeted by Congress somewhat in
desperation after the political collapse of a national site
screening plan. It is argued moreover that to impose this
_repository on an unwilling state is gratuitous because everyone
agrees that spent fuel can safely be stored at the reactor sites
for many years, indeed well into the next century. If the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act Amendments of 1987, designating Yucca
Mountain as sole candidate for a repository, still commands
ma.jority support in the Congress it may well be because few
senators and congressmen want to reopen an issue as controversial
as this one.

1. An example of the latter can be seen in the New York
Times magazine lead article of November 18, 1990 treating
geologist Jerry Szymanski as a veritable folk hero for his
predictions of calamitous seismic and hydrologic change for a
Yucca Mountain repository, predictions that have fared poorly
under scientific peer review. '
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So now we come back around to the question of how the
relationship between DOE and the state officials and other
stakeholders in Nevada is to be put on a "two-way street” in
keeping with the first principles of the task force. There is no
direct way to accomplish this as long as top state officials are
refusing even to attempt entering into a cooperative relationship
with DOE with respect to the Yucca Mountain project. No amount
of reform of the kind recommended in the task force report will
be availing. An approach that may hold some promise is to
strengthen the project rationale in such a way as to make the
case for the project more compelling and to increase support for
it across the country, with particular attention to the numerous
local and national groups eager to see the clean up of the
defense sites succeed. This could be important inasmuch as
Nevada officials cannot remain indifferent to any marked shift of
national opinion in which their intransigent opposition is cast
in an unsympathetic light.

One rather obvious way to strengthen the program
rationale would be for DOE to point out repeatedly and untiringly
how interdependent the Yucca Mountain project and the clean up of
the defense sites really are. A repository at Yucca Mountain
would be every bit as important to the success of the clean up as
the WIPP repository at Carlsbad, New Mexico, because it would
receive all the high-level waste recovered and vitrified from the
underground tanks at Savannah River and Hanford and from the
calcine bins at Idaho Falls. Although the defense high-level
waste would represent only a modest part of the total inventory
of a fully loaded Yucca Mountain repository, there would
nonetheless be many thousands of canisters of it constituting by
far and away the most radiotoxic materials now present at the

weapons production sites. Thus failure to make progress toward
establishing a permanent repository can only leave the clean up
stymied with respect to achieving some of its major objectives.

Another point that deserves to be repeatedly and
forcefully made is that proposals for either long continued at-
reactor or central monitored retrievable storage of spent fuel
will not in the final analysis have or deserve much credence
unless there is clear progress toward establishing a permanent
repository. The conceptual and political flaw in looking to
interim surface storage of spent fuel as an alternative to the
Yucca Mountain project is that the interim nature of this
expedient is speculative and unconvincing absent promise of
permanent geologic disposal at some point in the future.

This flaw already has impeded the work of the U.S. Nuclear Waste
Negotiator, as was evident last year when Governor Michael
Sullivan of Wyoming cited it explicitly in his letter to the
Fremont County Commissioners disapproving a proposed study of
the county’s hosting a MRS facility. Governors of states with
nuclear power stations and a continuing build up of spent fuel
are likely sooner or later to be expressing similar concerns.
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The foregoing talking points for continued work toward
establishing a repository should be still more persuasive, I
believe, when one considers the potential for redefining the
Yucca Mountain project as a research and development endeavor
aimed at reducing uncertainty (and public perceptions of
uncertainty) in geologic disposal, whether at the Nevada site or
elsewhere. There is of course reason enough to be working
resolutely toward establishing the first geologic repository just
in light of the spent fuel and high-level waste generated by
existing reactors and the defense sites. The disposal job that
awaits is challenging enough whatever the longer term future of
nuclear energy. There should be broad agreement moreover that if
use of nuclear power is to expand or even long continue at its
present level it should be made as safe as possible. To this end
work toward more nearly inherently safe reactors now seems
increasingly in vogue; while inherent safety may never be fully
achievable, looking to it as a goal is a way of encouraging
nuclear engineers to give their creative imagination free reign.
In my view an analogy can appropriately be drawn between inherent
safety as a goal for reactor design and operation and as a goal
for nuclear waste isolation. Furthermore, the Yucca Mountain
project could be made a means of testing concepts and design

strategies for ensuring that geologic and engineered containment
of radioactivity will continue over the period of hazard.

This would mean giving the present project a much more
experimental emphasis--the task force, as I read its report,
recomends this--and giving a much larger place to exceptionally
robust engineered barriers (e.g., very longlived canisters) as
part of the overall containment system. Perfecting retrieval
systems as a fail-safe against the chance of unexpected
performance failures would also deserve careful attention. As
the task force knows, such approaches have been explored and
recommended by the National Academy of Sciences Board on
Radioactive Waste Management and the Nuclear Waste Technical
Review Board and by a number of highly qualified individual
experts, such as Lawrence Ramspott of the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory and Eugene Roseboom and William Dudley of the
U.S. Geological Survey. The problem of dealing with uncertainty
in nuclear waste isolation is generic, so a successful effort to
address it at Yucca Mountain might be quite useful in
establishing other repositories in the United States and abroad.

The foregoing changes in the definition and
articulation of the Yucca Mountain project would, I believe, make
for the stronger program rationale that is needed and put the
project on a much sturdier political footing nationally.

Directly and indirectly, the changes might also cause Nevadans

to think somewhat better of the project and perhaps lead state
officials to edge toward the "two-way street" the task force sees
as essential to a meaningful relationship. But to this end



something more oould be done. Nevadans could be urged by DOE--
and, one might hope, by the White House--to look upon the Yuooa
Mountain project as part of a new post-Cold War mission for the
Nevada Test Site which they are invited to-play a signifioant
part in planning and bringing about. Nuclear weapons testing
began at the NTS forty years ago and has sustained a sizable
payroll; testing, it now appears, is to be phased out over the
next few years. Aooordingly, there is again a lively interest in
alternative uses for the Test 8ite. I say "again," for only 16
years ago the Nevada Legislature was, by formal resolution,
urging that the NTS be used under certain conditions for nuclear
waste isolation and solar projects.

That early reoeptiveness to waste isolation proved
shortlived because onoe the siting of repositories became hotly
controversial nationally, Nevada was not going to welcome
something fiercely rejected by other states--and ambitious Nevada
politicians were soon exploiting the waste issue for their own
purposes. But the time may ‘'now indeed be propitious to bring
Nevada into a wide ranging discussion of how the Test Site shall
be used in the future., Nuclear waste i{solation presumably would
be a major part of the new mission if Yucca Mountain is found
suitable but other activities might also be a real possibility.2
Given a genuine discussion along these lines DOE, the state and
local officials, and other atakeholders would be on their mettle
to make their positions believable and attractive. For DOE’'s
part ,« careful obaservance of the reforms proposed by the task
force might make the differenoce between Nevada's continued
rejection of the Yucca Mountain projeot and a construotive
engagement with the problem of allowing this project to make the
most of its potential.

2. U.S. Senator Harry Reid of Nevada, joined by Governor Bob
Miller and U.S. Senator Richard Bryan, has been advocating in
particular using the Teet Site for a demonstation of "solar
hydrogen." Arrays of solar colleotors at the Test Site would
produce the electricity needed to power eleotrolyzers usged to
split water into hydrogen and oxygen. Solar hydrogen as o
concept for creating a major new souroe of transportable,
storable fuel is described by Joan Ogden and Robert H. Williams
in §olar Hydrogeni Moving Bevond Fossil Fuels (Washington, D.C.:
World Resources Institue, 1989). 1Its oongressional advocates
includes Representative George Brown (D-Calif.,), chairman of the
House Committee on Soience and Technology.








































































Dacsmber 23, 19892

Dr. Daniol S. Metiay

Director of Clivillan Radioactlve Waste
Managemeant Tesk Force

Secretary of Energy Advisory Boerd

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Room 7-B198

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Dr. Metlay:

Esmeralda County has followed the progress of the Task Force with intarest, Inciuding
testimony at your meetings in Amargosa Valley last summer and in San Diego on
December 11. We are very supportive of the Task Farce's efforts to rebulld trust and
confidence in the nuclear waste program in DOE's management role.

One of the problems with interactions between stakeholders and federal agencies is that
these agencies cften don’t really listen to the concerns of stakehiolders. We ieel you have
done exceptionally well in this regard and have included many of the suggestions
proposed by the counties {or improving trust in the DOE program. We remain somewhat
skeptical about the extent to which the current Secretary, or the next one, will actually
implamert (and If necessary, enforce) your recommendations as the policy of the
Department. We will be watching with interest to see what happens 1o this report.

We are especially gratlfied to see the Task Force acknowledgement of the damage 10
trust that occurred when the "bargains” incorporated In the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of
1982 began to unravel (p.17). Nothing undermined trust in the integrity of the siting
process rmore than the passage of the NWPA amendments of 1987, which singled out
Nevada as the only site for consideration and fet off all other first and second repository
sites on political grounds. The ensuing opposilion from many Nevada citizens is not
surprising, and recent efforts by Congress - encouraged by the Department - {0
overcomo state opposition by proposing to remove its environmental permitting autherity,
8nd by passing an act which could substantially weaken the EPA standard for Yuccs
Mountain, have not helped to maintain our clizen's trust.

Despite thess developments, Esmeralda County has yet to také a posilion on the
rapository. We fully suppcrt your recommendation on page 41 to iry and recreate &
sense of equity in the siting process by revisiting the Issues of muitiple sites and multipte
repositories. We also agree that the primary driving force behind the program should be
the neec! to solve a serious nationzl problem rather than to promote the expansion of the
nucisar power option. Solving this problem in @ manner that increases trust may require
consideration of the full range of optlons, including multiple siles, monitoted retrievable
slorage, or ori-slte storage, while continuing to seek appropriate techinological solutions
to the disposal problemn over the longer term,



We also support your recormmendations on page 37 lo empower communities and
citizens groups. Our experience with the waste program is largely shaped by the year-to-
yoar uncertainties about whether resources will be avallable to evaluate transportation and
othor Impacts of & repository and to keep abreast of developments In the program and
inform our citizens. We strongly endorse your proposal to create a trust fund or otker
mechznism lhat would ensure a regular flow of tunds to affected counlies for oversight
programs. The Task Force propnsal to ereste Safety Review Boards with reul power to
make decisions &bout the repository would siso help to increase confidenco In the
Department's management of a proposed repository.

We take exception lo the idea on page 41 that the "sltus county” should be given special
treatment in any agreements reached on Yucca Mountain. The ian affected counties will
all be: impacted to some degree by the siting of a repository, and any "Offers" mada (o the
state or the situs county should recognize the legitimale interests of all affectsd partles.
The stale and the counties have been working together through the State and Local
Government PPlanning Group to coordinate ovorsight activities with regard to the
repository. Singling out one county for special treatment would not encourage hust in
the process.

One adaltional programmatic action that DOE could lake to enhance trust among
Esmeralda Courty residents would be to identify transportallon routes as early &s
possible and to provide early access to emergency response iraining resources. Thia
single act would go far towards inspiring confidence among our citizans.

In closing, | want to sincomly thank you for listening to the many voices of stakoholders
and the public and reNecting those concerns In your report. We appreciate your efforts.

Sincerely,

Juanita Hayes
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