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Senate Committee Approves Ward Valley Land Transfer Act
On the morning of March 13, the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee of the U.S. Senate held
a mark-up on various pieces of legislation, including
the "Ward Valley Land Transfer Act." The bill,
S. 1596, was passed by voice vote following the mark-
up. Next, it will be placed on the calendar of the full
Senate. It is unclear when, or if, a vote will be
scheduled, as that decision resides with the leadership.

Background S. 1596 was introduced by Senator
Frank Murkowski (R-AK), Chair of the Senate
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, on
Thursday, March 7. J. Bennett Johnston (D-LA), the
committee's Ranking Minority Member, cosponsored
the legislation.

Similarities to/Differences from Reconciliation
Bill Language The bill is very similar to the Ward
Valley language included in the Reconciliation Bill
that was passed by the U.S. Congress in November
1995, but which was subsequently vetoed by
President Clinton. (See LLW Notes, November/
December 1995, p. 14-16.) However, S.1596
includes a requirement that California make a written
commitment that it will, subject to oversight by the
NRC, carry out environmental monitoring and
protection measures based on recommendations of
the National Academy of Sciences. It does not include
a specific declaration, as was contained in the
Reconciliation Bill language, that the conveyance
meets and complies with section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act and the National Environmental Policy
Art.

House Bill Legislation to effect the land transfer has
been introduced in the U.S. House of Representatives
by Representative Brian Bilbray (R-CA). However, no
action has been taken on that bill—H.R. 2334.

Terms The exact language of the Senate bill is:

Effective upon the tendering to the Secretary of
the Treasury of $500,100 on behalf of the State
of California and the tendering to the Chairman
of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission of a
written commitment by the State to carry out
environmental monitoring and protection
measures based on recommendations of the
National Academy of Sciences subject to Federal
oversight by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2021, as
amended, all right, title and interest of the
United States in the property depicted on a map
designated USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle, west
of Flattop Mountain, CA 1984, entitled
"Location Map for Ward Valley Site", located in
San Bernardino Meridian, Township 9 North,
Range 19 East, and improvements thereon,
together with all necessary easements for utilities
and ingress and egress to such property,
including, but not limited to, the right to
improve those easements, are conveyed by
operation of law to the Department of Health
Services of the State of California. Upon the
request of the State of California, the Secretary
of the Interior shall provide evidence of title
transfer.
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum continued

LLW Forum Holds Winter Meeting
The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum met for a total of three full days in San Diego, California, on February
13-16, 1996. Twenty-six Forum Participants, Alternate Forum Participants, and meeting designees representing
23 compacts and states participated—along with 13 resource people from the State of Washington, DOE, NRC,
the Department of the Army, the DOE National Low-Level Waste Management Program, the Nuclear Energy
Institute, American Ecology, Chem-Nuclear Systems, Envirocare of Utah, Scientific Ecology Group, Envirolssues,
and the Southern California Edison Company. Also in attendance as observers were 13 additional state and
compact officials; one staff person from the National Governors' Association; one staff person from the NRC s
Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste; three DOE contractor staff; and 21 individuals representing variously two
national generators associations; one national brokers/processors association; on national environmental
organization; two state/regional users groups; three generators; one facility operator; three broker/processors; one
local monitoring committee, two consulting firms—and one private consultant and one attorney.

Highlights of the meeting follow. For further information, see LLW Forum Meeting Report, February 13-16, 1996,
prepared by Afion Associates, Inc.

Compact Authorities re Commercial
Disposal Facilities

Basic Principles The Forum Facilitator briefly
summarized low-level radioactive waste compact
authorities, noting that most compacts have both
import and export authority. In addition, many claim
authority over waste management facilities, as well as
disposal facilities. He pointed out that other important
distinctions include how compacts define regional and
non-regional facilities and how they define low-level
radioactive waste.

Case Studies: Hanford and Envirocare A Northwest
Compact attorney discussed

• what authorities the compact exercises over the
Hanford and Envirocare facilities and any differences
in authority over the facilities that the compact
recognizes;

• the compact's definition of low-level radioactive
waste and its impact on compact authorities; and

• issues that have arisen as a result of the operation of
two facilities in the same compact region.

Compact/Regulatory Authority and Other Issues
Representatives of the Midwest and Northwest
Compacts, Texas and DOE participated in a panel
discussion regarding compact and regulatory authority
over DOE's use of commercial disposal facilities.

Current Situation: Disposal of DOE Waste at DOE
Facilities Operated by Private Contractors Panel
members discussed issues including external regulation
of DOE facilities and regulatory authority over low-
level radioactive waste operations at existing DOE
facilities.

Proposals to Establish New Commercial Facilities
Exclusively for DOE Waste The Texas official
described a proposal to establish a new commercial
facility in West Texas for the disposal of DOE waste.
Panelists and Forum Participants then discussed
regulatory authority over such a facility and compact
authority over the importation of out-of-region DOE
waste to such a facility.

Proposals to Sell DOE Facilities and the Resultant
Impact on Waste Disposal Responsibility The
Midwest Compact official described the proposal to
privatize the U.S. Enrichment Corporation (USEC)
and the legislative negotiations to address state/compact
concerns. Panelists and Forum Participants then
discussed state/compact responsibilities when DOE
sells its facilities and recommended that DOE consider
adopting a uniform policy to address this issue.

Proposals to Share Disposal Capacity at a Current or
Future Disposal Facility The Northwest Compact
official described a recent proposal to dispose of federal
low-level radioactive waste at the Hanford facility.
Panelists and Forum Participants then discussed the
impact of such a proposal and regulatory complications
that might arise.

continued on page 4
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum continued

LIW Forum Holds Winter Meeting (continued)

LLRW Management Policy: 1996 and Beyond
Goals of the National System and Relevance Today
A Rocky Mountain Compact official discussed the
historical context and ideological basis for passage of
the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act.

Commercial and Federal (Non-DOE) Waste
Disposal/Processing: Now and in the Year 2000
Representatives of Chem-Nudear Systems, Envirocare
of Utah, American Ecology, and Scientific Ecology
Group explained what types of waste are accepted at
their facilities and how these wastes are regulated. The
impact of the temporary closure of the Barnwell facility
to most states in 1994 and 1995 was also discussed.

The facility operators then made general projections
regarding future waste acceptance at their facilities. The
Scientific Ecology Group official also discussed the
status of current and closed low-level radioactive waste
disposal facilities, concentration determinations at
Barnwell and Envirocare, environmental performance
and disposal rates, and the compact system.

What Should the Commercial LLRW Management
System Look Like in the Year 2000, and How
Should We Get There? The Chem-Nuclear Systems
official discussed trends in disposal volumes. Discussion
followed with comments on the future of low-level
radioactive waste management by the other operators
and the broker/processor, as well as by panelists
representing the Nuclear Energy Institute and the
Department of the Army, and by Forum Participants.

Executive Session
1995 Financial Report and 1996 Budget Projection
The Forum Management Advisor summarized the
1995 financial report, noting that spending was on
target for the 1995 budget. She then presented the
previously approved 1996 budget.

LLW Forum Structure and Funding Beyond 1996
The Forum Convenor reported that the Executive
Committee has asked Afton Associates to refine the
five-year development plan. A motion was approved

to authorize the Executive Committee to go
forward with having an attorney draw up papers
for incorporation of the LLW Forum.

Business Session

Executive Committee Report The Forum Convenor,
reported that the LLW Forum will meet in 1997 in San
Diego, Chicago, and the area of Washington, D.C..

The following motion was approved unanimously:

that the LLW Forum sponsor a panel at the DOE
annual meeting, moderated by Holmes Brown, on
the implementation of federal low-level
radioactive waste legislation.

Selection of Convenor and Executive Committee
The following motions were approved:

that the LLW Forum unanimously select Gregg
Larson to the position of Forum Convenor for
calendar year 1996

and

that the LLW Forum unanimously select the
following individuals to continue as members of
the LLW Forum Executive Committee: Janice
Deshais, William Dornsife, Lee Mathews,
Kathryn Haynes, and Don Womeldorf.

Following the vote, the Forum Convenor explained that
the Forum Participant representing the State of
Washington, the fiscal agent for the LLW Forum
management contract, automatically sits as an ex officio
member of the Executive Committee.

The following motion, recommended by the Executive
Committee, was then passed unanimously:

to amend the LLW Forum Statement of Principles
in order to increase Executive Committee
membership to six members in addition to the
Forum Convenor.

An additional motion was then passed unanimously:

Whereas, Greta Dicus faithfully served on the
Central Interstate Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Compact as Commissioner and Chair for many
years; and

Whereas, Greta Dicus served on the LLW Forum
as a Participant representing the Central Interstate
Low-level Radioactive Waste Compact; and
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum continued

Whereas during her participation in the
LLW Forum she was recognized for her active role
in LLW Forum proceedings and technical
expertise in low-level radioactive waste
management; and

Whereas today she is being sworn in as a member
of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission;

Therefore be it resolved that

the LLW Forum congratulates her on being seated
as a Commissioner and pledges to continue
working with Commissioner Dicus toward the
economical and safe management of low-level
radioactive waste, and

Be it further resolved that the LLW Forum invites
her to meet with the LLW Forum from time to
time to share information regarding our joint
responsibilities for low-level radioactive waste
management.

Determining Disposal Fees

Summary of Data from Southwestern Compact
Survey of Compacts A Southwestern Compact official
explained the purpose and distribution of the survey
matrix developed by the compact, and summarized the
survey results concerning the bases for disposal fees,
who sets disposal fees and surcharges, and the sources of
authority for setting fees and surcharges.

Plans in Unaffiliated States A Massachusetts official
provided information on factors that would affect fees
for a Massachusetts facility. A New York official
explained New York's funding mechanism for facility
development and the process for setting fees.

Case Study: Hanford A Northwest Compact official
provided background on the process for setting a
disposal charge schedule and explained recent revisions
to the schedule for the commercial low-level radioactive
waste disposal facility at Hanford, Washington. He also
gave prices for specific sample waste shipments.

Case Study: Barnwell A South Carolina official
discussed factors that affect disposal costs in a humid
site such as Barnwell as opposed to an arid site such as
Hanford. He explained who sets the disposal fees for the
low-level radioactive waste disposal facility at Barnwell,
gave prices for specific sample waste shipments, and
compared the fees at Barnwell and Hanford. He then
provided information on proposed legislation that
could affect the fee structure.

Discussion: Policy Considerations in Choosing a
Rate-Setting Mechanism Forum Participants then
asked questions of the panelists and discussed the merits
of mechanisms and bases for setting disposal charges.

Waste Manifesting and Tracking
Bilateral Agreements with the Central Midwest
Compact A Central Midwest Compact official gave a
status update of bilateral facility access agreements
entered into by the compact.

Report of the LIW Forum Waste Information
Working Group A Connecticut official reported on
the activities of the Waste Information Working Group.
(See related story, this issue.)

At the recommendation of the working group, the
LLW Forum unanimously passed the following two
motions:

Be it resolved that the LLW Forum requests that
the National Low-Level Waste Management
Program take the necessary steps and action to
ensure that the low-level radioactive waste disposal
data from Envirocare of Utah is included in the
national Manifest Information Management
System (MIMS). Disposal data from Envirocare
should be presented on MIMS in such a way that
typical commercial low-level radioactive waste is
presented distinctly from other low-level
radioactive waste disposed of at Envirocare, as well
as from NARM and decommissioning waste.

and

Recognizing that the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Forum requested that the Low-Track System be
developed and distributed to states and compacts,
be it resolved that the LLW Forum requests that
DOE exercise its first right of refusal and not allow
the system to be licensed.

continued on page 6
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum continued

LIW Forum Holds Winter Meeting (continued)

Voter Action re Facility Development
1988 Referendum in Nebraska A Nebraska official
discussed a general election ballot voted upon in
Nebraska on November 8, 1988. The ballot—which
was defeated—would have withdrawn Nebraska from
the Central Compact.

Proposed Constitutional Amendment in Ohio An
Ohio official reported on a proposed constitutional
amendment that would effectively remove Ohio from
the Midwest Interstate Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Compact by preventing it from fulfilling its
requirements under compact law; the amendment
process in Ohio; and future action on the amendment.

Proposed Statewide Voter Initiative in California A
California official reported on a voter initiative
regarding disposal of low-level radioactive waste that
was submitted to the Legislative Analyst's Office in
California for review. Since then, revisions have been
made to the title and summary, as well as slight
modifications to the actual text. Once certified, the
proponents of the initiative may circulate it to try to
obtain the requisite number of signatures.

Local Ordinances re Facility Development
A California official reported on a local ordinance
passed by the San Bernardino County Board of
Supervisors which would effectively prohibit the
planned Ward Valley low-level radioactive waste
disposal facility. He noted that the board had recently
voted to rescind the ordinance, but that it may be
resubmitted in the future. He also pointed out that two
different lawsuits have been filed in the U.S. District
Court for the Central District of California challenging
the ordinance.

Retrievable Disposal and "Assured Storage"
Waste Retrievability After Disposal A Pennsylvania
official explained the definitions and rationale for
requiring either waste retrievability or waste
recoverability after disposal.

"Assured Storage" Concept A staff person from the
DOE National Low-Level Waste Management Program
explained the "assured storage" concept as described in
the cover story for the September 1995 Radivaste
Magazine.

Federal and State Laws and Regulations An NRC
staff person discussed the extent to which NRC
regulations address the issues of waste retrievability and
recoverability for disposal and storage. Not all issues are
covered by current regulations.

A Massachusetts official discussed requirements for
waste retrievability and a Pennsylvania official discussed
requirements for waste recoverability.

NRC's Perspective An NRC staff person explained via
conference concerns regarding "assured storage."

State and Compact Perspectives Discussion followed
during which representatives of Connecticut, North
Carolina, Illinois and the Southeast Compact shared
their perspectives on the "assured storage" concept.

Commercial Mixed Waste Management
Report of the LIW Forum Mixed Waste Working
Group A Midwest Compact official reported that the
LLW Forum will be receiving regular reports on the
activities of the Interagency Steering Committee on
Radiation Standards (ISCORS) from William
Dornsife, who is an observer on the committee. She
also reported the activities of the LLW Forums Mixed
Waste Working Group. (See related story, this issue.)

Status of the Pilot Project on DOE Acceptance of
Commercial Mixed Waste for Treatment The
Midwest Compact official reported on the status of the
Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCA) Task Force
based upon a National Governors' Association staff
persons report to the Mixed Waste Working Group.

Volunteer Siting Issues in State Programs
Establishing a Time Frame for Volunteers to Step
Forward A Pennsylvania official explained the schedule
for the commonwealth's community partnering process.

Defining the Volunteer Community and
Determining Who Can Make Commitments A
Massachusetts official discussed how volunteer
processes must be tailored to fit the governmental
structure of each host state. She noted policy
considerations affecting who should be allowed to
volunteer property and execute binding agreements,
and she addressed these issues in relation to
Massachusetts' program. Other panelists and Forum
Participants then commented on how these issues are
being approached in their states.
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum continued

Interaction with Local Officials The Pennsylvania
official discussed Pennsylvania's public involvement
efforts directed at local officials and its work with the
state association of township supervisors. Other
panelists then reported on coordination with state
legislators and with regional or state organizations of
local officials.

Compensation Packages A Connecticut official
outlined the philosophical rationale for providing
incentives to host communities. He then described
some of the community benefits contemplated in
Connecticut. Other panelists then addressed both the
need for and the mechanics of providing community
compensation.

Determining When State and Community
Obligations Become Irrevocable A Michigan official
explained the circumstances under which a community
would become a committed host, as provided by
proposed legislation in Michigan. He also discussed the
state's obligation. Other panelists then commented on
the nature of community and state obligations in their
respective states.

Impact of NEPA Requirements A Connecticut
official then discussed the potential impact on non-
Agreement States of requirements under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and referenced
correspondence from a New Jersey official on the
subject.

Federal Legislation
The Forum Congressional Liaison reviewed the status
of federal low-level radioactive waste legislation. During
a discussion of the legislation to transfer land in Ward
Valley, California, to the state, the following motion
was passed:

Whereas the federal Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Act as amended ("Policy Act") assigned the
states responsibility to safely and efficiently
manage such wastes and encouraged the formation
of interstate compacts to undertake this
responsibility; and

Whereas the State of California has enacted laws
directing the development of a disposal facility
which would serve California and other member
states of the congressionally-ratified Southwestern
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Compact; and

Whereas the California Department of Health
Services issued a license to construct and operate
the Ward Valley disposal facility in September
1993, a decision subsequently upheld in its
entirety by the California courts; and

Whereas the State of California has requested that
the U.S. Department of Interior transfer the Ward
Valley property to state ownership; and

Whereas the Department of Interior has issued
Final and Supplemental Final Environmental
Impact Statements, and commissioned a National
Academy of Sciences review which concluded in
May 1995 that any additional study need not
delay facility construction and operation; and

Whereas the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and its authorized Agreement State
agencies including the California Department of
Health Services are assigned responsibility for
radiological safety under the Atomic Energy Act as
amended; and

Whereas the Department of Interior indicated on
February 15, 1996, that it intended to delay its
land transfer decision pending additional
radionudide migration studies and a second
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement;
and

Whereas this federal action will unnecessarily and
significantly delay implementation of California's
responsibilities under the Policy Act; and

Whereas the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum
is an association of state and compact
representatives, appointed by governors and
compact commissions, established to facilitate
state and compact implementation of the Policy
Act and to promote the objectives of low-level
radioactive waste regional compacts;

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Forum objects to the decision
by the U.S. Department of Interior to further
delay its action on the Ward Valley land transfer
and supports California's efforts to secure the
immediate and unconditional transfer of the Ward
Valley site, thereby allowing the State of California
to fulfill its obligations under federal and state law.

continued on page 8
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum continued

LIWForum Holds Winter Meeting (continued)

The following motion was then approved unanimously:

Whereas the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum
has established a productive and positive
relationship with Thomas Grumbly of the
U.S. Department of Energy, and

Whereas this relationship was established during
his tenure as Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management, and

Whereas Thomas Grumbly has been appointed to
be the Under Secretary of Energy,

Therefore be it resolved that the LLW Forum
wishes Thomas Grumbly continued success
during the confirmation process and looks forward
to continuing the productive relationship that
promotes the safe and equitable management of
applicable commercial and defense radioactive
waste.

Other Meeting Topics

• new developments in states and compacts;

• recent state and compact publications and videos;

• federal waste management including the structure of
the Department or Defense's executive agency and
the points of contact for dosed DOD bases;

• status of an application for export of radioactive
waste and other proposals to export waste including
NSSI's application to import low-level radioactive
waste from Mexico for disposal at Barnwell and
South Carolina's response to NSSI's application;

• distinguishing source material from NORM and
lie.(2) waste;

• special nuclear materials including the circumstances
under which an NRC license is required, the pros
and cons of obtaining an NRC special nuclear
materials license, and Envirocare's petition for an
exemption from the NRC license requirement;

• activities of the State and Tribal Forum on Risk-
Based Decisionmaking;

• DOE's Low-Level Waste Management Program
including a report on the preliminary results of a
DOE customer survey on technical assistance
activities; and how choices are made when approving
work requests from states and compacts;

• disposal of DOE low-level radioactive waste
including DOE waste and the law and DOE's
interest in using commercial disposal facilities;

• the Nuclear Energy Institute's review of expenditures
on implementation of the Low-Level Radioactive
Waste Policy Act including the scope and purposes of
the review and the methoaology;

• a recent decision by the U.S. Department of the
Interior to require additional radionudide migration
studies and a second Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement prior to transfer of land in Ward
Valley to the State of California for use in siting a
low-level radioactive waste disposal facility;

• a description of ion exchange resins as a type of
radioactive waste;

• a liaison report on the Host State Technical
Coordinating Committee's meeting in Phoenix,
Arizona, in conjunction with the 1995 annual DOE
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Management
Conference; and

• agenda planning for the May 1996 LLW Forum
meeting and long-range planning, including changes

the format or LEW Forum meetings in order tcin
allow more time for discussion.

to

Executive Committee Holds Briefings in Washington, D.C.
The following members of the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum's Executive Committee participated in several
briefings in the area of Washington, D.C., on March 7-8:

Gregg Larson

William Dornsife

Lee Mathews

Kathryn Haynes

Don Womeldorf

Terry Strong

(Forum Convenor)

(Alternate Convenor)

(ex officio)

Midwest Compact

Pennsylvania

Texas

Southeast Compact

Southwestern Compact

Washington

In addition, Marc Tenan of the Appalachian Compact attended the March 8 briefings.
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum continued

LIW Forum Executive Committee Briefings (continued)

Governors' Washington Representatives

On the morning of March 7, the Executive Committee
held a briefing in the Hall of the States for staff of
Governors' Washington, D.C. offices. The National
Governors' Association (NGA) hosted the briefing,
which addressed the following topics:

• membership, structure, and purpose of the
LLW Forum;

• background on the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Act;

• implementation of the Policy Act—a flexible
environmental initiative;

• 1996 waste management options;

• federal land transfer in California; and

• ratification of the Texas Compact.

The briefing was attended by representatives of nine
states' Washington offices, as well as by two NGA staff
members and one reporter.

U.S. Congressional Staff
The committee briefed staff of the U.S. Congress from
2:00 P.M. - 4:00 P.M. in the Rayburn House Office
Building on March 7. The briefing, presented at the
invitation of and sponsored by the Commerce
Committee of the U.S. House of Representatives,
addressed the same topics that were discussed in the
Hall of States meeting earlier that day.

Twenty-seven congressional staff members attended the
briefing, representing the offices of twenty-three
Representatives, one Senator, one House committee,
and one Senate committee. In addition, the briefing
was attended by three Governors' representatives, one
staff member from the NRC, six members of the press,
and staff of five other private associations and
companies.

U.S. Department of Energy

On the morning of March 8, the Executive Committee
met with three DOE representatives

• Richard Guimond, the Principle Deputy Assistant
Secretary for DOE's Office of Environmental
Management;

• Terry Plummer, Manager of the National Low-Level
Waste Program for DOE's Office of Environmental
Management; and

• Dan Berkovitz, the Director of DOE's Office of
Planning, Policy and Budget.

Executive Committee members and the DOE
representatives discussed the following topics:

• highlights in commercial low-level radioactive waste
disposal facility development;

• progress under the Low-Level Waste Policy Act and
Policy Amendments Act;

• DOE's cooperation with states and compacts; and

• DOE's interaction with states and compacts.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
The committee briefed the three NRC Commissioners
from 1:00 P.M. - 2:30 P.M. in the NRC Commissioners'
Hearing Room in Rockville, Maryland, on March 8.

The following topics were addressed:

• state and compact reports on low-level radioactive
waste management activities;

• NRC's low-level radioactive waste disposal program:
status and future efforts;

• dual regulation: impact on low-level radioactive
waste management efforts; and

• future interaction between the NRC and the
LLW Forum.
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum continued

LLW Forum Mixed Waste Working Group Meets

Presentations and Discussions

The Mixed Waste Working Group met on February 14
in conjunction with the LLW Forum meeting. During
the course of the working group meeting, members

at• agreed to recommend that there be an update
every LLW Forum meeting by William Dornsife—an
observer of the meetings of the Interagency Steering
Committee on Radiation Standards—on federal
efforts to improve risk harmonization;

• heard a report from a working group member on the
potential effects of EPA's Hazardous Waste
Identification Rule on commercial mixed waste
management;

• heard a report from an NRC representative on the
mixed waste storage guidance, the mixed waste
testing guidance, and the branch technical position
on the disposal of cesium-contaminated baghouse
dust;

• heard a report via conference call from a
representative of DOE's National Low-Level Waste
Management Program on the analysis of the
suitability of using DOE facilities to treat
commercial mixed waste;

• heard a report from a National Governors'
Association (NGA) representative on the recent
activities of the Federal Facility Compliance Act
(FFCA) Task Force;

• heard a report from a working group member on the
next steps for the FFCA Task Force Pilot Project
Working Group; and

• discussed the next steps for the working group to
advocate DOE acceptance of commercial mixed
waste for treatment.

Attendance
Attending the Mixed Waste Working Group meeting
were the following working group members:

• William Dornsife of the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection;

• Ronald Gingerich of the Connecticut Hazardous
Waste Management Service;

• Teresa Hay of the Midwest Compact and the Iowa
Department of Natural Resources;

• Carl Lischeske of the California Department of
Health Services;

• Lee Mathews of the Texas Low-Level Radioactive
Waste Disposal Authority;

• Kevin McCarthy of the Northeast Compact and the
Connecticut Bureau of Air Management;

• Joe Stohr of the Northwest Compact and the
Washington Department of Ecology; and

• Don Womeldorf of the Southwestern Compact.

Others participating in the meeting were

• Janice Deshais of the Northeast Compact;

• Gregg Larson of the Midwest Compact;

• Jack Spath of the New York State Energy Research
and Development Authority; and

• Kathleen Asbell of DOE's National Low-Level Waste
Management Program (via conference call);

• Ann Beauchesne of the National Governors'
Association;

• James Kennedy of NRC;
• Terry Plummer of DOE;

• Holmes Brown, Laura Scheele, and M. A. Shaker of
the LLW Forum/Afton Associates, Inc.

Observing were

• Melissa Hafner of Molten Metal Technology;

• Howard Larson of the Advisory Committee on
Nuclear Waste;

• Sherry Meddick of Greenpeace, Inc.; and
• Philip Wheadey of DOE's National Low-Level Waste

Management Program.

Carol Amick of the Massachusetts
Radioactive Waste Management Board;

Low-Level For further information, contact Laura Scheele, Mixed
Waste Working Group Coordinator, at (202)547-2620.
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum continued

LLW Forum Waste Information Working Group Meets

Presentations and Discussion

The Waste Information Working Group met on
February 15 in conjunction with the LLW Forum
meeting. During the course of the meeting, members

• heard a presentation regarding Chem-Nuclear's plans
to implement the uniform manifest in 1996—earlier
than required by NRC's final rule;

• discussed the possibility of Envirocare s participation
in the DOE's Manifest Information Management
System (MIMS);

• listened to presentations on the implementation of
various inventory/tracking systems, including the
system used in Illinois and the Central Midwest
Compact, the U.S. Department of the Army's
AMCCOM Waste Management Information
System, and the Low-Track System developed by
DOE's National Low-Level Waste Management
Program; and

• discussed the application and impact of NRC s final
rule regarding the manifesting of sealed sources.

Recommendations
Working group members agreed to recommend to the
full LLW Forum that it adopt a resolution requesting
that the National Low-Level Waste Management
Program ensure that low-level radioactive waste disposal
data from Envirocare is included in the national
Manifest Information Management System. Members
also agreed to recommend that the LLW Forum pass a
resolution requesting that DOE not allow the Low-
Track System to be licensed. (See related stories for
exact language of resolutions.)

Future Activities
Working group members agreed to continue to focus
on potential problems that could arise as a result of
inconsistent application of manifesting requirements.
At future meetings, working group members will work
on developing agreements to avoid such problems.
Other issues regarding the interregional movement of
waste as related to tracking and manifesting will be
addressed on a case-by-case basis.

Attendance

The following Waste Information Working Group
members were present at the meeting:

• Carol Amick of the Massachusetts Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Management Board;

• Virgil Autry of the South Carolina Department of
Health and Environmental Control;

• Janice Deshais of the Northeast Compact;

• William Dornsife of the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection;

• Michael Klebe of the Illinois Department of Nuclear
Safety;

• Kevin McCarthy of Northeast Compact and the
Connecticut Bureau of Air Management; and

• Marc Tenan of the Appalachian Compact.

Others participating in the meeting were

• Gregg Larson of the Midwest Compact;
• Leonard Slosky of the Rocky Mountain Compact;
• Diane Conrad of the Texas Compact Commission;

• George Antonucci of Chem-Nuclear Systems, Inc.;

• Steve Mapley of the U.S. Department of the Army;

• Philip Wheatley of the DOE s National Low-Level
Waste Management Program; and

• Holmes Brown, Todd Lovinger, and M. A. Shaker of
the LLW Forum/Afton Associates, Inc.

Observing were

• Bryan Baker of Amersham Holdings; and

• Sherry Meddick of Greenpeace, Inc.

For further information, contact Todd Lovinger, Waste
Information Working Group Coordinator, at
(202)547-2620.
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States and Compacts

South Carolina

Barnwell Legislation Referred to Committees
A number of bills concerning the low-level radioactive
waste disposal facility at Barnwell, South Carolina, were
introduced in the state Senate and House of
Representatives on January 9 and read for the first time.
Each bill was then referred to committee, but none of
the bills has moved from its committee.

Legislative Sponsors
The bills' primary sponsor in the House is William
Keyserling, Vice Chair of the Joint Legislative
Committee on Energy. Phil Leventis, Chair of the same
committee, is the primary sponsor for the legislation in
the Senate. In the past, both legislators have opposed
extended access to the Barnwell facility. Keyserling's
mother, Harriet Keyserling, is a petitioner in a lawsuit
challenging portions of the 1995 budget proviso
relevant to continued operation of the Barnwell facility.
(See LLWNotes, October 1995, p. 21.)

Bills to Change the Disposal Tax
H. 4347 House Ways and Means Committee
S. 985 Senate Finance Committee

For low-level radioactive waste disposed of in South
Carolina, these bills would substitute a tax of $392 per
curie for the current tax of $235 per cubic foot in cases
where the curie tax would result in a higher tax.

Bills to Regulate Disposal Fees
H. 4350 House Labor, Commerce, and

Industry Committee
S. 987 Senate Judiciary Committee

This legislation would empower the Public Service
Commission "to regulate the rates charged by every
low-level radioactive waste facility operator in this state."

Bills to Promote Competitive Bidding

H. 4348

S.986

House Labor, Commerce, and
Industry Committee
Senate Committee on Medical Affairs

Under this legislation, a lessee of the Barnwell site
would be required "to be selected through a competitive
bidding procurement process," and the Director of the
State Budget and Control Board would be required to
"renegotiate the lease agreement with the current lessee
of the site so as to conform to the procurement
process."

H. 4349 House Labor, Commerce, and
Industry Committee

S. 984 Senate Judiciary Committee

These bills would "prohibit the Public Service
Commission from including in a utility's rate base any
costs for low-level radioactive waste disposal unless the
charges for waste disposal at a facility are the result of a
competitive procurement process."

Harf Appointed to Ohio Development Authority Post
The Board of Directors of the Ohio Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Facility Development Authority has
appointed Jane Harf as the Authority's Executive
Director, effective March 4. Prior to assuming her
new post, Harf served as Deputy Director for Low-
Level Radioactive Waste at Ohio EPA and Interim
Executive Director of the Authority.

Harf will coordinate the Authority operations and will
assist board members in the formation and
implementation of policy with regard to the
development of a regional low-level radioactive waste

disposal facility in Ohio. HarPs work on low-level
radioactive waste issues began in 1992 with the Blue
Ribbon Commission on Siting Criteria, continuing
through the development and passage of the state's
enabling legislation.

Harf has previously served as State Government
Liaison for the Ohio Chapter of the Sierra Club and as
a member of the Political Science faculty at Denison
University. She has degrees from Indiana University
and the Ohio State University.
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States and Compacts continued

USGS: Beatty Data on Tritium
Not Applicable to Ward Valley

In a letter dated February 14, Gordon Eaton, Director
of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), stated that
recent data from the closed low-level radioactive waste
disposal facility in Beatty, Nevada, should not be
extrapolated to apply to the performance of the planned
low-level radioactive waste disposal facility in Ward
Valley, California. The letter was addressed to Ed
Hastey, California State Director of the U.S. Bureau of
Land Management, and conveyed the conclusions of a
scientific review team assembled by USGS at Hastey's
request to evaluate data on tritium and carbon 14 at
Beatty.

Background
The data from the Beatty site consisted of gas samples
collected by the USGS in April 1994 and July 1995.
(See LLW Notes, October 1995, p. 12.) After the
analytical results from the sampling became available,
opponents of the Ward Valley facility raised concerns
that the Beatty data had not been considered by a panel
of the National Academy of Sciences' National Research
Council that examined technical issues pertaining to
the Ward Valley site, including the potential for
ground-water contamination. (See LLW Notes
Supplement, June 1995, p. 9.) Although a USGS
scientist testified before the panel in July 1994 about
another study concerning water movement in the
unsaturated zones at the two sites, the scientist had not
yet received the laboratory results for the current study.

Results of USGS Evaluation
Eaton's letter transmitted two reports, one summarizing
the data on tritium and carbon 14, and the other
containing the scientific review team's evaluation of the
data.

Although neither report specifically mentions Ward
Valley, Eaton's cover letter explains why the Beatty
results should not be used to draw conclusions
regarding the California site.

Excerpts from the cover letter follow:

The license that the State of California has issued
for the Ward Valley facility does not permit
disposal of radioactive waste in liquid form and
requires that only the minimum amount of open
trench necessary for safe and efficient operation
shall be excavated at any one time. Because of the
differences in waste-burial practices at the Beatty
site compared to those intended for the Ward
Valley site, and the previously mentioned
uncertainties about the transport mechanisms at
Beatty, extrapolations of the results from Beatty to
Ward Valley are too tenuous to have much
scientific value. The findings near the Beatty
waste-burial site do reinforce, however, the
importance of carrying out the measures
recommended by the National Research Council
report, including long-term, continuous
monitoring at the Ward Valley site and
minimizing exposure of open trenches containing
waste to precipitation or localized runoff.

In the environmental documentation on Ward
Valley and the National Research Council Ward
Valley report, a particular issue related to tritium
was the very low (near the limit of detection) level
of tritium reported in water-vapor samples from
the unsaturated zone at Ward Valley. These have
been attributed by different people to (1) natural
diffusion of gas-phase water through the
unsaturated zone, (2) natural infiltration of liquid-
phase water, or (3) an artifact of the sample
collection procedure. Because the tritium levels
detected near the Beatty site are probably related
to disposal of liquid tritium below the land
surface, they do not address the potential for
vertical movement of tritium from atmospheric
sources through the root zone or uppermost part
of the unsaturated zone. Thus, the findings of
tritium near the Beatty waste-burial site do not
provide further insight into which, if any of the
hypotheses about tritium at Ward Valley is correct.

For further information, see "New Materials and
Publications."
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States and Compacts continued

Southwestern CompactJCalifbrnia

U.S. Interior Department Orders Additional Testing at Ward
Valley; Governor Wilson Requests Congressional Action

On February 15, Deputy Secretary of the Interior John
Garamendi announced that the U.S. Interior
Department is ordering two additional studies at the
planned Ward Valley low-level radioactive waste
disposal site. According to Garamendi, the studies are
intended to "address public concerns that have been
raised since the Environmental Impact Statement was
completed and [to] follow through on recommenda-
tions made by a National Academy of Sciences panel in
May, 1995."

Additional Studies Ordered by Interior
The Interior Department has ordered that a second
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS)
be prepared for the Ward Valley site and that tritium
testing be conducted.

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Current state law requires the preparation of an
environmental impact report for the Ward Valley site by
the California Department of Health Services, and
existing federal law requires the preparation of an
environmental impact statement by the U.S. Bureau of
Land Management (BLM). Accordingly, state and
federal authorities worked together to produce a joint
environmental impact report/environmental impact
statement (EIR/EIS), which was released in final form
in April 1991. A supplemental environmental impact
statement (SEIS) was later deemed necessary by BLM
due to a change in the land transfer method. That final
SEIS was completed on December 30, 1992.

In announcing the preparation of another SEIS,
Garamendi stated:

It has been five years since the initial EIS was
prepared. We will undertake these measures to
reaffirm the Clinton administrations commitment
that the federal role in transferring this land to the
State of California is carried out in a manner
consistent with our responsibility to assure the
public that their health and safety concerns are
adequately addressed.

The Interior Department expects the second SEIS to
take one year to complete. "In addition to further
examination of recommendations made by the
National Academy of Science panel, the SEIS will
consider the effect of the proposed transfer on nearby
Indian sacred sites. The public will also be given an
additional opportunity to submit formal comment or
provide new information about the site, although the
Department will not be holding formal hearings."

Tritium Testing Garamendi has asked DOE to oversee
tritium testing by the Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory at the Ward Valley site to "carry through on
the recommendations of the NAS [National Academy
of Sciences] panel." The NAS committee had
recommended that additional testing for tritium and
sampling for chlorine 36 be done to help resolve
questions about data reporting tritium in the
unsaturated zone. However, in a May 1995 press
conference to release the NAS report, Stanford
University Professor George Thompson, Chair of the
NAS committee on Ward Valley, indicated that the
testing should be done as part of the ongoing process of
studying and monitoring at Ward Valley. After stating
the need for additional analysis, he said, "The majority
of the committee believes that this could be done
during construction and operation of the site."

On a radio show in Los Angeles on June 1, 1995,
Thompson again indicated that the whole process need
not be halted to do the testing:

I don't think we're very far apart on the need to
understand what happened with the tritium at
Ward Valley. The whole committee feels that
should be understood as at least part of the
performance evaluations and the ongoing studies
at Ward Valley. The only question is whether the
whole process should come to a halt and
everything should start over again. Whereas the
bulk of the evidence is so strong that things are
pretty good at Ward Valley that we think that
resolution of the tritium problem should be part
of die ongoing process of study and monitoring.
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States and Compacts continued

In calling for the tritium testing, Garamendi said:

Frankly, although all parties have agreed to
undertake this course of action and although the
data we gather may not provide definitive
information, the Administration believes that it is
in the public interest to see that the testing is done
sooner rather than later.

As of press time, neither DOE nor Lawrence Livermore
have officially confirmed their participation in the
tritium testing. DOE Secretary Hazel O'Leary had, in
December 1995, however, declined a similar request by
U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer (D-CA) to have Lawrence
Livermore do tritium testing at Ward Valley.

For information on a USGS report studying tritium
migration at the closed Beatty low-level radioactive waste
disposal facility and the application of the data to the
Ward Valley site, see a related story on page 15. The report
will be considered in the new SEIS.

Effect on Proposed Land Transfer According to
Garamendi, the Interior Department will not take
action to complete the land transfer until the SEIS is
completed. "Congress tried to force the Department to
transfer the land with no strings attached and no
environmental safeguards as part of budget
reconciliation language. We feel that our approach is
fair and responsible, and we strongly support the
President's veto of that bill."

Governor Wilson's Request for
Congressional Action

In various letters to members of the U.S. Congress,
Governors of the Southwestern Compact member
states, members of the California legislature, and other
interested parties, California Governor Pete Wilson has
requested support for federal legislation to ensure the
prompt transfer of Ward Valley to the State of
California or, in the alternative, for "legislation which
relieves California and other states of the responsibility
assigned to them in the LLRW [Low-Level Radioactive
Waste] Policy Act, and which makes the federal
government responsible for the safe disposal of LLRW."

Land Transfer In his letters, Wilson writes, "California
has in good faith done all it can to fulfill its obligations
... under the [Southwestern] Compact and [the] federal
[Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act]." According
to Wilson, the sole obstacle to fulfillment of the act's
requirements by the State of California "is the failure of
the U.S. Department of the Interior to transfer the
Ward Valley site." Wilson views Interior's plans to
conduct another SEIS and to perform tritium testing at
Ward Valley as "purely political, and made for the sole
purpose of delaying, if not terminating, the Ward Valley
project." He writes that the State of California will
continue to seek title to Ward Valley from the federal
government, but will investigate alternative options.

Federal Action In response to statements by Deputy
Secretary Garamendi that the Barnwell low-level
radioactive waste disposal facility provides California
with a short-term solution to its disposal problem,
Wilson is calling upon the federal government to:

• assume responsibility for assuring all California
generators of access to Barnwell;

• subsidize transportation costs to Barnwell that exceed
those to Ward Valley;

• ensure California generators the necessary permits
for transporting waste to Barnwell;

• indemnify California generators and transporters for
any liability that may result from transportation of
waste to Barnwell; and

• hold California generators harmless for any federal or
state cleanup related liability that they may incur
from use of the Barnwell facility.

In his letters, Wilson writes:

[B]ecause President Clinton doesn't trust the states
to assume the obligations which Governor Clinton
asked Congress to give the states, he has proven
that the LLRW Policy Act does not work. Faced
with this lack of political will to implement the
policy he himself once supported, many now
question the wisdom of expending further
resources in a futile effort to further that policy. ...

If this impasse between federal mandate and
obstruction of that mandate by a federal agency is
not resolved within the next six months, the
LLRW Policy Act will, for all practical purposes,
have been invalidated, and the Congress will be
forced to make disposal of commercial LLRW a
federal responsibility.

continued on page 16
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States and Compacts continued

Comments re Ward Valley Land Transfer
Several individuals and organizations wrote letters and issued statements in response to Deputy Secretary
Garamendi's February 14 announcement and Governor Wilsons February 16 correspondence and press release.
The following are excerpts from some of these letters and statements.

I am concerned ... by your alternative proposal
that the federal government assume responsibility
for assuring continued access for California
generators of low-level radioactive waste to the
Barnwell facility in South Carolina. Because of
courageous action by the South Carolina General
Assembly last year, the Barnwell facility is now
available to California generators. I emphasize
that this decision was a state decision made to
further substantial state interests. South Carolina
would oppose any Congressional action which
would diminish state authority to protect those
interests.

I understand and sympathize with your
frustration over the series of obstacles the
Administration has placed in the way of
California's efforts to assure low-level waste
disposal. Further federal intrusion in South
Carolina's affairs, however, is not an acceptable
solution.

Letter from South Carolina Governor David Beasley (R) to
California Governor Pete Wilson (R). February 22, 1996.

The lack of cooperation between your
Administration and the State of California
endangers not only safe disposal of low-level
radioactive waste in the Southwestern Region but
even the successful implementation of the Low-
Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments
Act. If, as Governor Pete Wilson has stated, the
national effort on the part of the States to provide
for safe low-level radioactive waste disposal
collapses as a result of continual delays on the
part of your Administration to assist California in
complying with the law, the Commission foresees
an untenable situation across the country with
radioactive wastes being held in storage in
thousands of locations when the political climate
again changes in South Carolina and the doors
are closed to the current disposal option at
Barnwell.

Letter from Dana Mount, Chair of the Southwestern Compact
Commission, to President BUI Clinton. February 22,1996.

I am unaware of any authority approved by
Congress of any regulations adopted by the
Department of Interior which would indicate the
Department has ... an oversight role [over Atomic
Energy Act radioactive materials regulated by the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission]. Please
provide me with such authority so that the State
of Arizona may be aware of its obligations to you.
Should you not have Congressional approval for
the oversight of byproduct, source, and/or special
nuclear materials, then I must ask why you are
asserting such claims against California? Further,
what is to prevent you from asserting similar
claims against Arizona? If you believe that your
authority derives from the land sale actions as a
condition of transfer, then does the Department
of Interior believe that it can overview activities
of a purchaser of land from the Department even
when the purchaser has complied with all of the
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954?
Still further, when does this right of overview
end? If the Department of Interior is conducting
such oversight, I am unaware of any expertise the
Department may possess to review regulatory
decisions. In fact, I have received information
which indicates that the Department admits that
it does not have the necessary expertise, (citations
omitted)

Letter from Ned King, Arizona State Representative, to
Bruce Babbitt, U.S. Interior Secretary. February 28,
1996.
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States and Compacts continued

The DOI [Department of the Interior] press
release suggests that the Southwestern] Compact
generators may dispose of their LLRW at the
facility located in Barnwell, South Carolina. Use
of the Barnwell facility is a short-term solution
and is, at best, uncertain. The South Carolina law
allowing continued operation of the disposal
facility is the subject of a lawsuit currently
pending before the South Carolina Supreme
Court. Also, that law does not specify how long
the facility will remain open to waste from
outside South Carolina and is subject to change
at the will of the South Carolina General
Assembly.

Further delays of the land transfer could impact
the efforts to site new disposal facilities across the
nation. As you know, California was the first state
to issue a new LLRW disposal facility license
under the framework established by the Act.
There are currently three other license
applications pending. It will become very
difficult for the Southeast Compact and other
states and compacts to carry out their
responsibilities under the provisions of the Act to
develop LLRW disposal sites if there is a threat of
federal intervention into what is clearly a state
responsibility.

On behalf of the Southeast Compact
Commission, I urge you to allow California to
fulfill its obligations under federal and state law
by taking action to complete the immediate
transfer of the Ward Valley site without attaching
any further federal conditions.

Letter from Richard Hodes, Chair of the Southeast
Compact Commission, to President Bill Clinton.
March 1, 1996.

Should the [Lawrence Livermore] Laboratory ...
decide to proceed with this ill-advised program,
you should do so with the knowledge that this
action may expose the Laboratory to damage
claims by US Ecology, Inc., the project's licensee
(my client), the State of California, which has
inter-state compact obligations for the facility's
timely development, the other Southwestern
LLRW Disposal Compact member states
(Arizona, South and North Dakota), and the
Compact's LLRW generators who are relying on
the Ward Valley facility for their disposal
needs ...

Mr. Garamendi's decision to delay the land
transfer and the [Lawrence Livermore]
Laboratory's apparent decision to aid in this delay
are contrary to federal law. Among other things,
Mr. Garamendi's decision: (1) usurps California's
responsibilities under the Policy Act; (2)
frustrates California's decade long program to
establish the Ward Valley facility, and; (3)
contradicts the terms of the license which
California issued to US Ecology under its federal
Atomic Energy Act agreement state program.
Moreover, the prolonged project delays which the
Laboratory is about to support are clearly
prejudicial to the State's contractual commitment
to other compact member states and to US
Ecology regarding the expeditious establishment
of the Ward Valley facility.

The Policy Act requires the Department of
Energy ("DOE") to assist states in meeting their
LLRW disposal obligations, not to frustrate
them. Indeed, the DOE has already declined to
be involved in tritium testing at Ward Valley.

Letter from Karl Lytz, Attorney from Latham and
Watkins representing US Ecology, to Bruce Tarter,
Director of the University of California Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory. February 19, 1996.

continued on page 18
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States and Compacts continued

Comments re Ward Valley Land Transfer (continued)
Your proposed actions contradict and attempt to
duplicate the radiological safety regulatory
functions reserved to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission or its Agreement States
under the Atomic Energy Act. As an agreement
state since 1962, California maintains a program
compatible with federal program consistency
requirements. The Department of Interior lacks
the expertise, authority, and responsibility to
usurp these explicitly reserved functions.

Letter from Jack Lemley, Chair and Chief Executive
Officer of American Ecology, to U.S. Interior Secretary
Bruce Babbitt. February 17, 1996.

As a member of the San Diego County Board of
Supervisors I see the negative impacts that delays
in the Ward Valley project are already having on
California. For the first time, California is losing
jobs in its biotechnology industry, and I am told
that nearly 150 companies have decided they can
no longer conduct their business in California,
primarily because of the uncertainties related to
low-level waste disposal.

Letter from Pam Slater, Supervisor for the Third District,
San Diego County Board of Supervisors, to President Bill
Clinton. March 5, 1996.

In these times of tight budgets, one must
question the propriety of Lawrence Livermore's
expending public funds on such needless
endeavors which in the long-run will only
significantly increase the cost ofdisposal without
any corresponding public benefit.

Letter from Jack Lemley, Chair and Chief Executive
Officer of American Ecology, to U.S. Energy Secretary
Hazel O'Leary. February 28, 1996.

We support Governor Wilsons request for federal
indemnification of all LLRW generators in the
Southwestern Compact region who are forced to
use the Barnwell facility because the current
Administration refuses to convey the Ward Valley
lands to California.

The "tritium testing" called for by Senator Boxer
and Deputy Secretary Garamendi is notoriously
unreliable compared to the tests that the state and
USGS have carried out... State regulators and the
NAS committee relied on multiple lines of
evidence in arriving at their positive evaluations
of the Ward Valley site. Interior's desire to
emphasize "tritium tests" that admittedly "may
not provide definitive information" speaks
volumes about what is really going on here. DOE
should not be a party to an effort to substitute
bad science for good.

Letter from Alan Pasternak, Technical Director of the.
California Radioactive Materials Management Forum, to
U.S. Energy Secretary Hazel O'Leary. February 20, 1996.

We support Governor Wilson's request for federal
indemnification of all LLRW generators in the
Southwestern Compact region who are forced to
use the Barnwell facility because the current
Administration refuses to convey the Ward Valley
lands to California.

Letter from Alan Pasternak, Technical Director of the
California Radioactive Materials Management Forum, to
U.S. Energy Secretary Hazel O'Leary. February 20, 1996.

Mr. Garamendi's actions also display an appalling
disregard for the negative impacts on our nations
health delivery system due to disruption of
biomedical research and the diversion of scarce
dollars to on-site waste storage. Interior's political
gamesmanship has already forced Cedars-Sinai
Hospital to discontinue certain animal research
activities for lack of storage capacity. Others have
been similarly affected. As you are probably
aware, many California waste producers have
rejected use of the Barnwell, South Carolina site
(Mr. Garamendi's recommendation) due to
CERCLA [Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act]
liability concerns related to tritium
contamination of groundwater at the site. It is
cruelly ironic that misapplication of tritium tests
is the latest excuse for delay at Ward Valley.

Letter from Alan Pasternak, Technical Director of the Letter from William Otterson, Director of the National
California Radioactive Materials Management Forum, Association of Cancer Patients, to Thomas Grumbly, U.S.
to U.S. Energy Secretary Hazel O'Leary. February 20, DOE Assistant Secretary.
1996.
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Federal Agencies and Committees

Current Presidential
Candidates on Ward
Valley Land Transfer

The following statements, which were made public
in February, were given in response to an Energy
America Education Fund (EAEF)* questionnaire.

Do you support transfer of federal land for the
proposed Ward Valley, California low-level nuclear
waste facility?

Bill Clinton (D)

Yes, if the proper health and safety standards are
in place. Unfortunately, the State of California
(to whom the site would be transferred) and
Republicans in Congress believe the site should
be transferred without any binding
commitments for public safeguards. The
President opposes that measure, and vetoed it
with the rest of the GOP budget (the
reconciliation bill).

Robert Dole (R)

Yes. Ward Valley is the site selected by state
officials charged with the responsibility of
siting a low-level nuclear waste facility.
Independent scientific assessments have
demonstrated no reason why Ward Valley is not
a suitable site for such a facility. Bob Dole
believes, therefore, that the Federal government
should accommodate the choice that the states
have made.

* The EAEF is a non-partisan, not-for-profit,
New Hampshire-based organization founded in
1991 to provide information on the energy and
environmental views of candidates for national
office.

A copy of the complete 12-page compilation of the
candidates responses to the EAEF questionnaire is
available for no charge from the SUN DAY Campaign,
315 Circle Avenue, #2, Takoma Park, MD 20912.
(301)270-258. Include a stamped (554), self-addressed
envelope.

NRC Chair Describes
Agency Initiative
NRC Chair Shirley Jackson made the following
remarks pertaining to the strategic assessment and
rebaselining initiative at NRC during a December 1995
speech at the Nuclear Decommissioning Decision-
makers' Forum:

The first phase of the initiative, the "strategic
assessment," involves identifying and examining
the sources of the mandates that make up our
regulatory mission—statutes, executive branch
directives, and Commission decisions—so that we
can establish a common understanding of the
NRC mission and what is required of us. Also
included in this phase is a process of looking at
agency activities to determine whether they are
being conducted in response to a specific mandate
or whether these activities have some other
rationale for their existence, and whether there are
areas where we should establish programs to
implement a specific aspect of our mission. This
phase is, as the title implies, essentially a review,
categorization, and assessment. This phase is also
meant to begin to surface key strategic issues,
questions, and decision-making points to be
addressed by the Commission. This first phase
will be coming to a conclusion early next year
[1996].

The subsequent phase—rebaselining and strategic
planning—will address what our programmatic
needs are and what resource levels should be
assigned to them. The first phase drives and
provides input to the following phases and
ultimately to budget and human resource
planning, which is the final phase. This review is
necessary to position us to meet the challenges we
face effectively and to guide intelligently our
activities and decision-making in the future.

For further information, see "New Materials and
Publications."
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Nebraska v. Central Interstate Low-Level Radioactive Waste Commission

Summary Judgment Denied in
Nebraska Surcharge Rebates Litigation

On January 30, the U.S. District Court for the District
of Nebraska denied motions for summary judgment
filed by both parties in a lawsuit regarding the
availability of surcharge rebate funds to the State of
Nebraska. The court denied the motions because it
found that the "good faith" of Nebraska in response to
commission requests for spending documentation is a
material fact genuinely in dispute as to the claims of
each party. According to the court, the issue of good
faith "cannot be assessed on this cold, complex and
conflicting record" and will require a trial to resolve.

The court found that good faith is at the heart of this
case for two reasons:

Obligations Imposed Upon Party States by the
Compact The court found that the compact itself
imposes upon Nebraska the concomitant obligation of
"good faith" and that the compact explicitly authorizes
the commission to require party states to submit
information necessary for performance of the
commission's responsibilities. The commission has the
right, under the compact, to enforce these dual
obligations via litigation. "Thus, apart from the terms
of Rule 4, the Commission is entitled by the explicit
provisions of the Compact to a determination of
Nebraska's good faith in failing to provide the required
information before Nebraska would be entitled to the
relief it seeks."

limitations on the Granting of Equitable Relief Next Step A hearing is expected to be set for later this
Citing language from the opinion of a higher court, the spring or early this summer.
district court noted that equitable relief would not be
granted for an "unconscionable purpose," regardless of
the strength of the legal rights that are asserted.
"Therefore, even if Rule 4 means what Nebraska argues
it means—the Rule does not impose an accounting for
past disbursements as a condition precedent to future
disbursements—this court would not grant the
equitable relief it seeks—an order of disbursement of
funds—if Nebraska was otherwise acting in bad faith in
seeking such relief."

Kauffman and TV Company Ordered to Pay Damages
According to recent press reports, a seven-member
Texas jury has ruled in favor of a company -which
charged EPA whistle-blower Hugh Kauffman and a
television production company with libel and slander.
A company that disposes of sludge from New York City
on a ranch in Hudspeth County, Texas, filed the suit
after Kauffman called the disposal hazardous and illegal
in an August 1994 edition of "TV Nation," an Emmy
Award-winning documentary series.
The jury only awarded $1 from each defendant

actual damages, since there was no monetary loss to the
plaintiff. However, the jury ruled that Kauffman must
pay $500,000 in punitive damages and that Tristar
Television Inc., the producers of "TV Nation," must
pay $4.5 million in punitive damages. Punitive
damages are intended to punish the defendant for
improper behavior and are not necessarily based upon
the actual harm suffered by the plaintiff.

in
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Courts continued

Background: Nebraska v. Central Interstate Low-Level Radioactive Waste Commission

Plaintiff State of Nebraska
Defendant Central Interstate Low-Level Radioactive "Waste Commission

Facts In December 1994, the
U.S. Department of Energy
distributed surcharge rebate funds
to various parties, including the
Central Commission. Shortly
thereafter, the Director of the
Nebraska Department of
E n v i r o n m e n t a l Q u a l i t y
transmitted both written and oral
requests that the rebate funds be
made available to the state. The
commission, however, determined
to "maintain possession" of the
funds and requested that Nebraska
provide it with a full and complete
accounting of the usage of prior
rebate funds. On February 3, 1995,
the state sued the commission for
transfer of the funds. (See
LLW Notes, J a n u a r y /
February 1995, pp. 16-17.)

Issues Nebraska claims that it is
entitled to the rebate funds by
virtue of Rule 4 of the Central
Commission—which provides for
payment of the rebate funds to the
compact's host state for purposes of
defraying costs that such host state
would incur by virtue of its status.
Until the most recent milestone
payment, such funds were
transmitted directly by the
commission to Nebraska.
According to Nebraska, Rule 4
does not provide for the
withholding of funds and does not
contain any precondition for
payment of the funds other than
that the recipient be designated as
the host state. The commission, on
the other hand, denies that federal
law contemplates payment of the
rebate funds to compact member
states. It argues that both Rule 4
and federal law limit the purposes
for which rebate funds may be used

and that these limitations
constitute a condition "which
attends, limits, and qualifies the
Commissions obligation to make
available rebate funds to a host
state." The commission also claims
that Nebraska has violated its duty
to other party states pursuant to
Article III(f) of the compact law,
which states that "Each party state
has the right to rely on the good
faith performance of each other
party state." (See LLW Notes,
J a n u a r y / F e b r u a r y 1 9 9 5 ,
pp. 16-17.)

Motions The State of
Nebraska filed a motion for
summary judgment on June 30,
1995. The Central Commission
filed a motion for summary
judgment on October 24, 1995.
The commission also filed a
counterclaim.

Keyserling v. Beasley

Hearing Held in Barnwell Case
A hearing was held on March 20 in the Supreme Court of the State of South Carolina in Keyserling v. Beasley—a
lawsuit challenging the inclusion of certain provisions relating to the Barnwell low-level radioactive waste disposal
facility in the state's General Appropriations Act of 1995. (See LLW Notes, October 1995, p. 21.) As of press time,
however, the court had not issued a decision in the case.
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Other News

Health Physics Society Adopts Position re
Low Doses of Radiation

Risks from Annual Doses Below 5 Rent Are Non-Existent or Too Small to Quantify
In the March 1996 issue of the Health Physics Society newsletter, the society published its position on how
radiation risk should be expressed. The position, which is reprinted below, states in short that health risks should
not be quantified for radiation doses exceeding background doses by less than 5 rem (5,000 miUirem) per year or
10 rem during a lifetime. Because the health risks in this range are so small, only qualitative expressions of risk
are appropriate, and the qualitative expressions should emphasize the "inability to detect any increased health
detriment" from exposures at these levels.

Health Physics Society*
Position Statement

"Radiation Risk in Perspective"

Kenneth L. Mossman, Marvin Goldman, Frank Masse, William A. Mills, Keith J. Schiager, Richard J. Vetter

In accordance with current knowledge of radiation health
risks, the Health Physics Society recommends against
quantitative estimation of health risk below an individual
dose of5 rem** in one year or a lifetime dose of 10 rem in
addition to background radiation. Risk estimation in this
dose range should be strictly qualitative accentuating a
range of hypothetical health outcomes with an emphasis on
the likely possibility of zero adverse health effects. The
current philosophy of radiation protection is based on the
assumption that any radiation dose, no matter how small,
may result in human health effects, such as cancer and
hereditary genetic damage. There is substantial and
convincing scientific evidence for health risks at high dose.
Below 10 rem (which includes occupational and
environmental exposures), risk of health effects are either
too small to be observed or are non-existent.

Current radiation protection standards and practices are
based on the premise that any radiation dose, no matter
how small, can result in detrimental health effects, such
as cancer and genetic damage. Further, it is assumed
that these effects are produced in direct proportion to
the dose received, i.e., doubling the radiation dose
results in a doubling of the effect. These two
assumptions lead to a dose-response relationship, often
referred to as the linear, no-threshold model, for
estimating health effects at radiation dose levels of
interest. There is, however, substantial scientific
evidence that this model is an oversimplification of the
dose-response relationship and results in an
overestimation of health risks in the low dose range.
Biological mechanisms including cellular repair of
radiation injury, which are not accounted for by the
linear, no-threshold model, reduce the likelihood of
cancers and genetic effects.

* The Health Physics Society is a non-profit scientific organization dedicated exclusively to the protection of people
and the environment from radiation. Since its formation in 1956, the Society has grown to more than 6,800 scientists,
physicians, engineers, lawyers, and other professionals representing academia, industry, government, national
laboratories, trade unions, and other organizations. The Society's objective is the protection of people and the
environment from unnecessary exposure to radiation, and its concern is understanding, evaluating, and controlling
the risks from radiation exposure relative to the benefits derived from the activities that produce the exposures.
Official Position Statements are prepared and adopted in accordance with standard policies and procedures of the
Society. The Society may be contacted at: 1313 Dolley Madison Blvd., Suite 402, McLean, VA 22101; Telephone:
(703)790-1745; FAX (703)790-2672; e-mail: hpsburkmgt@aol.com.

** The rem is the unit of effective dose. In international units, 1 rem=0.01 sievert (Sv).
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Other News continued

Radiogenic Health Effects Have Not Been
Observed Below 10 Rem
Radiogenic health effects (primarily cancer) are
observed in humans only at doses in excess of 10 rem
delivered at high dose rates. Below this dose, estimation
of adverse health effects is speculative. Risk estimates
that are used to predict health effects in exposed
individuals or populations are based on epidemiological
studies of well-defined populations (e.g., the Japanese
survivors of the atomic bombings in 1945 and medical
patients) exposed to relatively high doses delivered at
high dose rates. Epidemiological studies have not
demonstrated adverse health effects in individuals
exposed to small doses (less than 10 rem) delivered in a
period of many years.

Limit Quantitative Risk Assessment to
Doses at or Above 5 Rem per Year or
10 Rem Lifetime
In view of the above, the Society has concluded that
estimates of risk should be limited to individuals
receiving a dose of at least 5 rem in one year or a
lifetime dose of at least 10 rem in addition to natural
background. Below these doses, risk estimates should
not be used; expressions of risk should only be
qualitative emphasizing the inability to detect any
increased health detriment (i.e., zero health effects is the
most likely outcome).

Impact on Radiation Protection
Limiting the use of quantitative risk assessment, as
described above, has the following implications for
radiation protection:

(a)The possibility that health effects might occur at
small doses should not be entirely discounted.
Consequently, risk assessment at low doses should
focus on establishing a range of health outcomes in
the dose range of interest including the possibility of
zero health effects.

(b) Collective dose (the sum of individual doses in an
exposed population expressed as person-rem)
remains a useful index for quantifying dose in large
populations and in comparing the magnitude of
exposures from different radiation sources. However,
for a population in which all individuals receive
lifetime doses of less than 10 rem above background,
collective dose is a highly speculative and uncertain
measure of risk and should not be quantified for the
purposes of estimating population health risks.

Note: LLW Forum staff contacted the Health Physics Society regarding the reprinting of the society's materials.
This article is not copyrighted.

The preceding information was distributed to Forum Participants and Alternate Forum Participants, Federal Liaisons
and Alternates via facsimile transmission in a News Flash on March 6, 1996.
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New Materials and Publications

p Forum
Document

Participants
A Alternate Forum Participants
E Forum
L Forum
T Forum
v Forum

Federal Liaisons
Federal Alternates
Media Contacts
Press Monitors

D LLW Forum Document Recipients

Distribution Key
N LLW Notes Recipients

M LLW Forum Meeting Report Recipients

LLW Forum
PA Letter from Gregg Larson,
LLW Forum Convenor, to Jeffrey
Snook, Program Manager, National
Low-Level Waste Program, Idaho
Operations Office, DOE, regarding
the inclusion of disposal data from
Envirocare in the national Manifest
Information Management System
and the status and distribution of
the Low-Track system. These items
were discussed at the February
1996 LLW Forum meeting in
San Diego, California. March 12,
1996. (Distributed on March 15,
1996.)

DM

DM LLW Forum Meeting Report.
Afton Associates, Inc. February
1996. Proceedings from the
LLW Forum winter meeting,
February 13-16, 1996.
(Distributed on March 15, 1996.)

DM Some Comparative Factors
Affecting Disposal Charges. Hard
copies of slides presented by Virgil
Autry, Director, Division of
Radioactive Waste Management,
Bureau of Solid and Hazardous
Waste Management, Department
of Health and Environmental
Control, State of South Carolina,
at the LLW Forum meeting in
San Diego, California, on February
15, 1996. (Distributed on March
15, 1996.)

Letter from Carl Lischeske,
Manager, Low-Level Radioactive
Waste Program, Department of
Health Services, State of California,
to Cynthia Norris of Afton
Associates, conveying a comment
on the Beatty contamination
"plume" referenced by Bud
Arrowsmith of Scientific Ecology
Group at the February 1996
LLW Forum meeting in San Diego,
California. March 7, 1996.
(Distributed on March 15, 1996.)

DM

DM Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Management Policy: 1996 and
Beyond. Hard copies of slides
presented by Bud Arrowsmith,
President, Scientific Ecology
Group, at the LLW Forum meeting
in San Diego, California, on
February 14, 1996. (Distributed
on March 15, 1996.)

DM Hard copies of slides
presented by George Antonucci,
Director, New Site Development,
Chem-Nuclear Systems, Inc., at the
LLW Forum meeting in San Diego,
California, on February 14, 1996.
The slides concern annual waste
volumes. (Distributed on March
15, 1996.)

Letter from John Surmeier,
Acting Chief, Low-Level Waste
Management Branch, Division of
Low-Level Waste Management and
Decommissioning, Office of
Nuclear Material Safety and
Safeguards, NRC, to Vernon
Andrews, Envirocare of Utah, Inc.,
regarding low-specific activity waste
containing special nuclear material.
March 28, 1994. Letter included
handouts from a presentation,
Special Nuclear Materials Licensing,
presented by James Kennedy,
Section Leader, Low-Level Waste
Management Branch, Office of
Nuclear Material Safety and
Safeguards, NRC, at the LLW
Regulators' Workshop, on July 28,
1993 in Rockville, Maryland.
(Distributed on March 15, 1996.)

States and Compacts

Central Midwest Compact/
Illinois

1994 Annual Survey Report.
Department of Nuclear Safety,
State of Illinois. December 1995.
Report on the types and quantities
of low-level radioactive waste which
were either shipped for disposal or
stored on site, how waste is being
managed, and what management
alternatives a generator might use
in the future. To obtain a copy of
the report, contact Vera Small of
the Illinois Department of Nuclear
Safety at (217)524-6309.
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New Materials and Publications continued

Northeast Compact/
Connecticut/New Jersey

Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Management in Connecticut -
1994. The Connecticut Hazardous
Waste Management Service
(CHWMS). February 1996.
Report includes the names and
locations of the state's active and
potential generators, waste volumes
and radioactivities for 1994, waste
types, radionudide compositions,
results of waste processing, and
pathways to processing and
ultimate disposal. To obtain a copy
of the report, contact CHWMS at
(860)244-2007.

1995 Annual Report.
Northeast Interstate Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Commission.
July 1, 1994 through June 30, 1995.
February 1996. To obtain a copy
of the report, contact the
commission at (203)633-2060.

Southwestern Compact/
California

Letter from State
Representative Ned King (R-AZ-
15) to Bruce Babbitt, Secretary,
U.S. Department of the Interior,
regarding the delay of opening the
low-level radioactive waste disposal
facility in Ward Valley, California.
February 28, 1996.

Massachusetts
1994 Massachusetts Low-Level

Radioactive Waste Survey Report.
The Massachusetts Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Management
Board. January 1996. To obtain a
copy, contact Ben McKelway of the
Management Board at
(617)727-6018.

Federal Agencies

Department of Energy (DOE)
Analysis of the Suitability of

DOE Facilities for Treatment of
Commercial Low-Level Radioactive
Mixed Waste (DOE/LLW-235).
DOEs Office of Waste
Management and National Low-
Level Waste Management Program.
February 1996. Evaluates the
capabilities of DOE's existing and
proposed facilities to treat 52
commercially generated low-level
radioactive mixed waste streams
that were previously identified as
being difficult-to-treat using
commercial treatment capabilities.

1994 Annual Report on Low-
Level Radioactive Waste
Management Progress: Report to
Congress. Office of Environmental
Management, DOE. April 1995.
Summarizes the progress that states
and compact regions made during
the year in establishing new low-
level radioactive waste disposal
facilities. To obtain a copy, contact
the National Technical Information
Service of the U.S. Department of
Commerce at (703)487-4650.

Department of the Interior
(DOI)
D Memorandum from Gordon
Eaton, Director, U.S. Geological
Survey, U.S. Department of the
Interior, to Ed Hastey, California
State Director, Bureau of Land
Management, U.S. Department of
the Interior, regarding the test
results at the waste-burial site in
Beatty, Nevada. February 14,
1996.

Tritium and Radioactive
Carbon (14C) Analyses of Gas
Collected From Unsaturated
Sediments Next to a Low-Level
Radioactive-Waste Burial Site South
of Beatty, Nevada, April 1994 and
July 1995. D. E. Prudic and R. J.
Striegl both of the U.S. Geological
Survey. Open File Report 95-741.
1995.

Factors Affecting Tritium and
l4Carbon Distributions in the
Unsaturated Zone Near the Low-
Level Radioactive-Waste Burial Site
South of Beatty, Nevada. R. J.
Striegl, D. E. Prudic, J. S. Duval,
R. W. Healy, E. R. Landa, D. W.
Pollock, D. C. Thorstenson, and
E. P. Weeks, all of the U.S.
Geological Survey. Open File
Report 96-110. 1996.

To obtain paper and microfiche
copies of either document, contact
the U.S. Geological Survey
Information Services Office at
(303)202-4210. Paper copies of
Open File Reports 95-741 and 96-
110 cost $1.50 and $3.00
respectively. Microfiche copies of
each report cost $4.00. Requests
should specify the Open File
Report number(s) and include a
check or money order payable to
"Department of the Interior—
USGS."

continued on page 28
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New Materials and Publications continued

Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC)

Hydrogeologic Evaluation
Methodology for Estimating Water
Movement Through the Unsaturated
Zone at Commercial Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Disposal Sites.
(NUREG/CR-6346, PNL-10843).
Prepared by P. D. Meyer, M. L.
Rockhold, W. E. Nichols, and
G. W. Gee, all of the Pacific
Northwest Laboratory, operated by
the Battelle Memorial Institute, for
NRC. January 1996. Identifies
key technical issues related to
hydrogeologic assessment of water
flow in the unsaturated zone at
low-level radioactive waste disposal
facilities. A methodology for
incorporating these issues in the
performance assessment of
proposed low-level radioactive
waste disposal facilities is identified
and evaluated.

NRC Moves Into the 21st
Century — Developing a Cohesive,
Publicly Acceptable Regulatory
Framework for Decommissioning.
Speech given by Shirley Jackson,
Chair, NRC, to the Second Annual
Nuclear Decommissioning
Decisionmakers' Forum, in
Landsdowne, Virginia, on
December 13, 1995. To obtain a
copy, contact the NRC Public
Document Room.

U. S. Congress

General Accounting Office
(GAO)

Energy and Science: Five Year
Bibliography 1990-1994
(GAO/RCED-96-7W). December
1995. Examines the activities of a
variety of entities, from the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission to
the Tennessee Valley Authority to
the National Science Foundation.
The bibliography lists products on
science and energy topics that
GAO issued from 1990 through
1994. Printed copies of this
document are not available. It can
be accessed electronically via the
World Wide Web from the GAO
home page at http://www.gao.gov.

Uranium Mill Tailings:
Cleanup Continues, but Future Costs
Are Uncertain (GAO/RCED-96-
37). Resources, Community, and
Economic Development Division;
GAO. December 1995. Report to
Congressional Committees.
Addresses the costs and current
status of DOE s program for
cleaning up uranium mill tailings
conducted under the authority of
the Uranium Mill Tailings
Radiation Control Act of 1978.

Other

Radiation in Medicine: A Need
for Regulatory Reform. Institute of
Medicine. December 14, 1995.
Prepublication report. The final
report is expected to be released by
the end of March 1996. To order a
copy of the prepublication report
and the final report, once it is
available, contact the National
Academy Press at (800)624-6242.
The prepublication report costs
$45.00 plus $4.00 for shipping and
handling. The final report will cost
$49.95 plus $4.00 for shipping and
handling.

Lessons Learned from the
Barnwell Closure to 31 States; July 1,
1994—June 30, 1995 (full report
and summary report). January
1996. Organizations United for
Responsible Low-Level Radioactive
Waste Solutions (Organizations
United). Reports from 680
companies and institutions that use
radioactive materials. For general
information about Organizations
United, contact Paul Genoa at
(202)293-0165. To order a copy of
the summary report or full report,
fax your request, giving mailing
information, to (202)484-8194.

Afton Associates is compiling a list of World Wide Web (WWW) sites that are likely to contain substantial
information on commercial low-level radioactive waste management. If you know of other useful W W W sites
that meet this criteria, please contact Jean Colsant of Afton Associates, Inc. at

(202)547-2620, FAX (202)547-1668, or INTERNET llwforum@aol.com.

Low-Level Radioactive Waste information World-Wide Web Sites

Utah Division of Radiation Control:

Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety:

http://www.its.state.ut. us/"deq/eqrad/drc_hmpg.htm

http://www.state.il.us/idns/

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Control:
http://www.nauticom.net/users/russ/depadvise/radwasteadvise.html

The State newspaper of South Carolina: http://www.infi.net/thestate
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Obtaining Publications

to obtain federal government information
By Telephone
• DOE Press Office (202)586-5806

• DOE Public Information Office, Secondary Distribution Center (202)586-9642

• EPA Public Information Center (202)260-7751

• GAO Document Room (202)512-6000

• Government Printing Office (to order entire Federal Register notices) (202)512-1800

• NRC Public Document Room (202)634-3273

• U.S. House of Representatives Document Room (202)225-3456

By Fax
• U.S. Senate Document Room (202)228-2815

When making document requests, include a mailing address where the document(s) should be sent.

By Internet

• EPA Listserve Network • Contact John Richards for information on receiving Federal Register notices
VOICE (202)260-2253 • FAX (202)260-3884 • INTERNET richards.joha@epamail.epa.gov

GPO Access (for the Congressional Record, Federal Register, congressional bills and other government
documents and access to more than two dozen government databases)

web browser—Superintendent of Document's home page at http://www.access.gpo.gov/su_docs/
dial-in by modem (202)512-1661, type "swais" and log in as "guest"

general information—VOICE (202)512-1530 of INTERNET help@eids05.eids.gpo.gov

Receiving LLW Notes by Mail
LLW Notes and the Summary Report: Low-Level Radioactive Waste Management Activities in the States and
Compacts are distributed to state, compact and federal officials designated by LLW Forum Participants or Federal
Liaisons. In April 1994, Forum Participants unanimously approved a change in LLW Forum procedures in order
to allow representatives of industry, environmental and citizen groups—as well as other interest groups and
members of the public—to receive these two publications direcdy by mail.

Members of the public may apply to DOE's National Low-Level Waste Management Program a the Idaho
Engineering Laboratory (INEL) to be placed on a public information mailing list for copies of LLW Notes and
the supplemental Summary Report. Afton Associates, the LLW Forum's management firm, will provide copies
of these publications to INEL. The LLW Forum will monitor distribution of these documents to the general
public to ensure that information is equitably distributed throughout the states and compacts.

To be placed on a list to receive LLW Notes and the Summary Report, by mail, please contact Donna Lake,
Senior Administrative Specialist, INEL at (208)526-0234. As of March 1996, back issues of both publications,
are available from the National Technical Information Service, U.S. Department of Commerce, 5285 Port
Royal Road, Springfield, VA 22161, (703)487-8547.
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Appalachian

Southwestern

Southeast

Appalachian Compact
Delaware
Maryland
Pennsylvania *
West Virginia

Central Compact
Arkansas
Kansas
Louisiana
Nebraska *
Oklahoma

Central Midwest Compact
Illinois *
Kentucky

Midwest Compact
Indiana
Iowa
Minnesota
Missouri
Ohio *

i Northwest Compact
| Alaska
I Hawaii
jIdaho
i Montana
i Oregon
(Utah
I Washington * •
! Wyoming

j Rocky Mountain Compact
i Colorado
I Nevada
| New Mexico

| Northwest accepts Rocky
j Mountain waste as agreed
| between compacts.

Northeast Compact
Connecticut *
New Jersey *

Southeast Compact
Alabama
Florida
Georgia
Mississippi
North Carolina *
Tennessee
Virginia

Southwestern Compact
Arizona
California *
North Dakota
South Dakota

Texas Compact
Maine
Texas *
Vermont

The compact has been passed
by all three states and awaits
consent by the U.S. Congress.

Unaffiliated States
District of Columbia
Massachusetts
Michigan
New Hampshire
New York
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina •

The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Forum includes a representative from each
regional compact, each designated future host state of a compact *, each state
with a currently operating facility •, and each unaffiliated state.

Graphic by Afion Associates, Inc. for the LIW Forum. March 1996.


