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Thank you for giving me an opportunity to share some of my observations
with you and offer an approach to "building consensus" during our lifetime
for, what I believe, is the only environmentally-sound option -- safe,
permanent disposal of Low-Level Radioactive Waste.

First, let me express my appreciation to our colleagues who have bravely
and for so long carried the difficult banner of the LLRW siting process. As
we reflect upon what might have been or what could be, we need to be
especially mindful of the fact that it is they who have withstood unparalleled
organized opposition. We meet here and bask in the history of two federal
laws that passed the responsibility of disposal of LLRW to the states and
localities, but there are colleagues in this room and at this conference who
have made this decade better than it would have been without their fortitude,
courage and dedication.

This morning I am going to speak to you about building consensus for
achieving a solution to our low-leval radioactive waste management problem and
to meet the challenges by opening lines of communication before battle lines
are institutionalized and inextricable. Let us remember that well-known axiom
-- in a war no one wins. I will draw from what we have learned from the past
decade and offer suggestions about what we can do now and how we can help each
other succeed.

What do we mean by consensus?

If we mean unanimity, acceptance or harnrony, I do not believe that it is
possible to achieve consensus on this issue. The low-level radioactive waste
disposal issue is fraught with fear and hysteria.

There are three major emotions that fracture public opinion regarding
this issue. First, the fear of nuclear science is prevalent and reinforced by
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popular accounts of the aftermath of the Chernobyl accident. Major

environmental concerns regarding our nuclear weapons program have confused and

frightened the average person. (Let us pause to give credit to Energy

Secretary James Watkins who is to be admired for his responsible approach and

priority commitment to solving these problems.)

Despite the many beneficial uses of radioactive isotopes in industry,

biomedical research and treatment of disease, the average person still hasn't

made individual peace with the technology and has yet to trust its proponents.

For example, successful treatment of many cancers is a daily achievement that

many still call "a miracle."

Second, let us face the fact that we are talking about waste, and that

garbage is not glamorous. Those who handle garbage for our communities are

not feted. Those who handle garbage for our corporations are not in line for

CEO. So it becomes a very difficult topic to talk about.

Third, the perception of the LLRW budget by upper management in our

universities, medical centers, corporations and institutions is that it is a

very small part of the total waste removal budget and an even smaller part of

the total operating budget. The responsibilities for its handling are

delegated to a small, competent, highly professional group.

These are three reasons why I believe gaining widespread, general

agreement on the issues surrounding the safe, disposal of low-level

radioactive waste is impossible. While working to recoup public confidence,

however, I'd like to suggest the following approach.

If we define -.onsensus as "the informed consent to LLRW disposal

strategies by a majority of citizens whose cooperation is required to achieve

the goals of the environmentally-sound solution - safe, permanent disposal,

then I believe we can build that kind of consensus.

What can we learn from the events of the past decade in low-level

radioactive waste management?
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We have seen that technical approaches to siting have not been successful
because we have excluded political realities from the planning process. We
have developed solutions and improvements to the technical problems associated
with safe, permanent disposal of LLRW.

Now, let us review the political assumptions we depended upon during the
planning process. We assumed a higher level of public understanding of low-
level radioactive waste issues than existed. We assumed a higher level of
rationality in the political arena. We underestimated the intensity of the
fear and hysteria the public would develop. We underestimated the degree of
intimidation by vehement vocal opponents that would be expressed towards us.
We did this because the responsible environmentalists with whom we dealt
during the legislative phases from 1984 through 1986 were rational and
representative of public concern. After the siting process nationwide
identified local communities, at least four additional categories of groups
spontaneously formed. Some were the groups we'd worked with, but new, local,
NIMBY, and NIMTU groups formed. The national anti-nuclear opposition groups
were ready to forge new alliances and to train new grassroots leadership.

The generators were hesitant to take action, and therefore didn't, and
therefore lost the moment. Why? Some generators I have spoken with have told
me the following reasons:

1. "We thought we had the law behind us. Once the law was passed we
thought we had done all that needed doing. The rest was up to the
State."

2. "Our company (you can substitute "university" or "medical school"
here) has a policy against speaking out in favor of the siting
process. I might lose my job" (or "I have been told that I will
lose my job" or "my company has a permit pending, and we were afraid
to jeopardize getting it through").

3. "We don't generate very much LLRW. So it is not up to us to speak
out."
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4. "We're afraid."

There was reason to be afraid. I have been harassed, called a "nuclear
terrorist" and "nuclear nazi" by crowds that have been carried away by fear,
hysteria, and distrust of government. I was called these things because I was
on a list to testify at a public hearing and gave testimony at that hearing.
Some generators who testified had garbage thrown at them and were shouted
down, and all of us needed police protection. At least we were protected.
Our state did not do as well in protecting our state public servants, a fact
which greatly distresses me. This is a severe crisis of leadership in our
State. The phenomenon of not protecting and supporting gubernatorial
appointees, public servants, and state employees is a phenomenon that extends
beyond the LLRW issue. We only have to look at the way the Adirondack Park
Commission was treated during its public hearings.

Looking backward, we might have had greater success by collaborating with
local governments and communities about aid to localities and aid to local
governments to develop and require specific compensation and mitigation plans
for actual and perceived adversities before some of these communities were
named as potential sited areas.

Again, looking backward, generators needed to be more active and willing
to spend more of the necessary resources, outside of and in addition to the
state assessments, to educate the public before the specific candidate sites
were announced. We needed to be more active in our local communities as
trusted and technical resources.

Of course, we don't have the luxury to start over and must look at what
we can do in this highly polarized political situation. That is why I defined
the consensus we can build as "informed consent."

Trust, meaningful dialogue, mutual respect must be cultivated and
nurtured. We need to make opportunities to bring together small groups of
responsible representatives of varying viewpoints to open a dialogue on the
issues of radiation safety, environmental protection, transportation, and
others of mutual concern.
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Tlie New Y->rk State Low-Level Waste Group sponsored such a 36 hour retreat
and dialogue at a Syracuse University facility in the Adirondacks which was
very successful. We can use that format again and again to rebuild
understanding, debunk stereotypes and reach compromises that lead to mini-
consensus, a settlement and arrangement that achieves an environmentally-sound
result for safe, permanent disposal of LLRW.

We have discussed the use of so-called neutral parties in this context,
and at this point I'd like to point out that I think that the only way the
process can truly work is to have the stakeholders sit down together and work
out the details of their arrangement.

We have repeatedly reiterated an axiom to one another; 'I have heard it
said informally to one another during this conference. "This is not a
technical problem, it is a political problem;" or "We know what to do
technically, but the political hurdles have been very difficult."

We have to come to appreciate the Art of Politics and in so doing, we
have to recognize the Art of Compromise. Compromises can and have to be
achieved in contexts that don't impede progress or sacrifice safety or
quality We have an opportunity to open a dialogue with responsible
representatives of opposition groups and to redirect the dissent and the
mistrust to a constructive outcome.

How can we help each other? States can work with their municipalities in
the development of local aid and incentive packages that are meaningful and
then enact them. Generators must be more active and participate in necessary
public information and public education activities in addition to state
activities. These two activities can lead to a climate of "informed consent"
to a disposal strategy by a majority of citizens whose cooperation is required
to achieve the goals of safe, permanent disposal.

The DOE is needed for an important technical assistance role at this
point in time. We are all mindful of the opening of the 80's decade as the
time when the federal government passed the responsibility for the siting of
permanent LLRW disposal facilities to the states. The 90's decade has seen
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the states pass the baton to the generators, who now serve as surrogates for

the states and compacts in carrying out the responsibilities of the LLRWPAA.

Generators are facing long-term storage requirements while siting processes

stall nationwide. Thousands of small generators are facing the need to expand

and upgrade their storage capacity. Critical public health and safety issues

that are best addressed by the environmentally-sound solution of safe,

permanent disposal need to be considered. Extensive local and state

environmental and regulatory frameworks will attend those activities.

While DOE has been very helpful to the states, it is now time to forge a

new public/private partnership with generators while they are now called upon

to undertake the federal and state responsibilities of long-term radioactive

waste management, until the requirements of LLRWPAA are finally met.

Finally, as we all continue to work together to solve this very difficult

public policy and political problem, let us continue to exchange ideas,

information and good will. Good luck to us all as we return home to meet the

challenges that await us! Thank you.
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