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ABSTRACT

A number of factors related to the site suitability of

low-level waste disposal sites are discussed. The factors are

a combination of those which might >•.- considered "environmental'

and those dealing with site criteria.

Among the factors covered are: possible population
criteria, alternative site selection, transportation criteria
and community involvement considerations. All these factors
are discussed in a manner based on the premise that the tech-
nology exists to carrv out low-level waste disposal in a
manner such that public health and safety can be insured.
The conclusion of the discussion is that problems encountered
in siting low-level waste facilities will be largely
societal and political in nature..

INTROIJlfCI ION

Since the purpose of this symposium is to help generate a technical
basis for those parts of proposed 10 CER Part 61 and the supporting
technical positions and regulatory guides that deal with site suitability
requirements, I have chosen to draw heavily on our experience in power
reactor siting. While the two activities, i.e. reactor siting and low
level waste disposal siting, are obviously an order of magnitude or more
apart in ,-,izc, they also have a number of common concrns. First and
foremost they must both bo in conformance with 10 CFR Part 51, "Licensing
and Regulatory Policy ind Procedures for Environmental Protection". In
saying this I am obviously equating to some extent the proposed 10 CFR
Part 61. to 10 CFR Part 100 "Reactor Site Criteria".

My remarks are based upon some basic assumptions:

1) That the technology \- available to carry out low level waste

disposal in a manner such that public health and safety can be enfured.

2) That therefore the problems encountered in siting will be
largely societal and political in nature.



3) That the low level waste disposal site wherever sited will be

subject to controversy and possible intervention.

4) That such controversy and Intervention will result in ASLB

hearings.

Keeping the above assumptions in mind, the points I wish to pursue
are a mixture of those arising from 10 CFR Part 51, as modified by
current CEQ regulations, and those which could be termed "site suita-
bility criteria".

SITE SUITABILITY CRITERIA

Population Criteria

The first r|tjcst ion T would ]>nnv is "should 10 CFK Part 61 contain

any population criteria, both current and projected, surrounding pro-

posed sites?" Thi' arguments for siting a low level waste repository in

a low population zone include the following:

1) The effects of any releases both accidental and routine would be

minimized.

2) The committed land requ i rerrien ts could more easily be met. Since
such commitments couid he fairly long-time (up to 500 years) the socio-
economic impact of withdrawal of the dedicated land would have less
impact.

3) Both accidental and intentional intrusion would tend to be less.

h) Last but not least the political and societal impact would tend

to be less severe in absolute terms.

There are, of course, arguments which can be made in tho opposite
direction including:

1) The direct socioeconomic impact in a sparsely populated com-
munity might be more severe in terms of housing, impact on schools, etc.

2) The needed utilities, construction materials, transportation

routes, etc., may not be as readily available.

Possibly the answer to this question is that wo absolute population
criterion need be set but that population should be a key factor in any
site selection process.



An ancillary question could be posed in tsrms of whether or not
there should be some control of offsito activities after licensing.
This could include not only population control but also the siting of
cert.iin typos of fnc i 1 i t ies which could either by themselves or in
combination with the waste repository pose a potential safety hazard.
Examples of such facilities are:

1) Airports,

2) Pipe lines and gas terminals,

3) Storage facilities for large amounts of toxic or explosive
materials.

Probably the answer to this question is that the NRC does not have

the legal authority to control such activities and that local planning

authorities would have to make decisions.

Alternative Sites

The current re^ulat ions promulgated by the CEO emphasize consid-
erations of alternatives as a critical component of the E1S process.
Section 1502.14 of the C!:Q regulations requires that the KIS "present
the- environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in com-
parative form". This has been interpreted by some as requiring "equal
treatment" of nltornntive.fi or, in site- selection, a full environmental,
analysis for each alternative site identified. Such an interpretation
would obviously mean more than reconnaissance level information for the
alternative sites. Such an approach has been resisted successfully in
the past and 1 have no doubts that reconnaissance level data as proposed
in 10 CFR Part 61 is adequate. However, I would like to pose the
following questions: In the siting of low level waste repositories is
the concept of "an obviously superior site" as enunciated in CLI-77-8
to be used? We have found consistently in our experience that the site
selection process has posed smno f\~ our more difficult problems,
l.ntervenors liavv insisted that the selected site should be the "best"
site while we feel that there is no "best site". Rather, we have taken
the approach that, if the primarv or selected site exhibits no serious
or "fatal" flaw, the alternative sites would not be "obviously superior".
This, of course, requires that the suite of sites from which the final
site selection is imde be viable sites meeting site suitability and
environmental, criteria even though on only a reconnaissance basis. It
is also vital that, whatever site selection procedure is carried out by
;m applicant, it be thorot ghly documented and demonstrate sincere effort.
In other words, selecting .-. site and then setting up a number of "straw-
man" alternative sites leads only to trouble. Again I will pose a
number of ancillary questions: Should terms such as "region of interest"
and "buffer zone" be more closely defined? Should there be a recommended
methodology for site selection? Should a suite of acceptable models be
set forth for meeting the "complexity" site requirements? Should we use
the "capable fault" criterion for geologic hazards?



Highway and Otbp.r Transportation Considerations

To what degree shall the consideration of transport routes and
means enter into site selection? It is obvious that both cost and risk
of accidents are a function of how far the waste must be transported.
Since most of the power reactors jwierating l° w level waste are in the
eastern U.S. it would seem logical to try to si' low leve] waste
repositories in the same region. However the societal and political
realities may alter this seemingly obvious conclusion. In any case the
following should be factored into any site suitability criteria:

1) Transportation systems available.

2) Location of waste producers with respect to the site.

Community Involvement

Last but not least I would like to raise the questions that I am

sure any sociologist would raise.

1) Who is going to bear tho impact of low level waste siting in

2) Who is going to be the primary beneficiary?

This is a recurring question in every siting study with which I
have been Involved and I know the answers to the above two questions
seem self evident. 1 raise them only because time and time again I have
been told by my social science friends that the ease of siting of any
nuclear facility depends upon convincing those bearing the major impacts
that they will also benefit. This implies either some sort of "in lieu
of taxes" payment or some direct payment to the community and/or individual.
Since the land being used will be withdrawn from any other use for a
fairly long period, most communities will see the siting as a detriment
rather than an asset unless they see some other obvious benefit to them.

This raises the question as to when in the total siting procedure
should the affected community or communities become involved. Should
the licensee be required to involve the community from the very beginning,
when he starts his application, or only when the E1S process forces him
to do sc? It would seem that early community involvement would make the
siting process more palatable to the affected community because of the
sense of having some control of its own fate. On the other band, early
knowledge might catalyze a more substantial resistance to the project.
From experience I would say that involvement of only the political and
business sectors will not decrease the resistance appreciably. Perhaps



the local community would wish to vote on the issue, i.e. hold a
referendum. Perhaps a commission of local non-political individuals
could be appointed to represent the community. The answer to this
problem is not simple but it is an area that must be addressed and some
methodology found to best find an answer.

In closing I might say that I obviously have not covered details
such as the necessity for adherence to Federal Laws and Regulations
which are well covered in existing documents. I would also say that I
am convinced that low level waste siting can be done in a socially,
technologically, and economically acceptable manner.
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